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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The academic success and retention of college students are of
primary concern to educators, counselors and researchers in higher
education, especially during this era of declining enrollments and
resources.
Because of the decrease in the traditional college-age population
in recent years, competition for qualified students has become stronger,
and promises to intensify as this downward trend persists through the
1990's (Centra, 1980). In this increasingly competitive environment,
educators are keenly aware of the need to maintain enrollments
without sacrificing quality. They are also concerned with the issues of
survival and retention of students, once admitted to college. Therefore,
a clearer understanding of the problems that relate to academic
performance and persistence is of prime importance to all institutions
of higher education.
RATIONALE
Research on academic success (which is usually based on
persistence in an institution with a minimally defined grade point
average) is increasingly focusing on identifying those students more
likely to fail or drop out (termed "at risk" students) with commonly
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employed pre-enrollment characteristics (e.g. abilities, interests,
performance ratings) as predictor variables (Nelson, Scott & Bryan,
1984). In addition to contributing to the existing body of theory and
knowledge on college survival and attrition, findings from such
investigations should also have more immediately practical
implications for institutional recruitment, retention and intervention
strategies. Thus, characteristics identified as useful in predicting
students' performance and persistence behaviors might be employed by
institutions to identify specific low-risk subpopulations for special
recruiting efforts. Similarly, such pre-college information might also
prove particularly useful in identifying "at-risk" students for special
preventive and remedial services aimed at reducing the probability of
failure or attrition.
Despite the expanding research on predicting attrition and
academic success, noticeable gaps occur in the existing literature. One
such gap has been the relative dearth of research on students in
graduate and professional schools (Blustein, 1986).
As far as legal education is concerned, the need for research on
the variables relating to academic success is especially critical for firstyear law students. Miller's study (1967) indicated that most attrition
occurs during the first year of law school. This finding is supported by a
number of more recent studies on law students, which points to the
first year as the most difficult in terms of anxiety, performance and
attrition (Heins, Fahey & Henderson, 1983; Linn & Humphreys, 1977).

3

Because of these findings, law school administrators and
admissions committees are being called upon to examine their
prevailing policies of admission (Evans, 1977).

More sophisticated

techniques may be necessary to select candidates judged more likely to
do well and persist in law school.
NATURE OF THE PROBLEM
Prediction of success in law school has been a subject of some
research for more than two decades. Historically, academic success
(either academic achievement or persistence) has been viewed as
largely related to academic dimensions (e.g. ability or aptitude).
Students are currently admitted to, or rejected from, the study of law
primarily on the basis of their undergraduate records and scores on the
Law School Admission Test (LSAT). Most of the studies, therefore,
have concentrated on such academic predictor variables as
undergraduate GPA and LSAT scores. Together, these two predictors
have been found to be related to academic performance in law school
as measured, usually, by the first year average grade (FYA) and are
commonly used by most law schools to select students (Carlson &
Werts, 1976; Miller, 1967; Pugh, 1969).
Academic ability, however, appears to be only one determinant
of success in law school. While useful in some cases, predictions based
on test scores and college grades are far from precise. At best, they
account for only some of the variance among law school grades of firstyear law students (Evans, 1977), and may be particularly inaccurate
predictors of academic success for younger students and members of
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racial minority groups (Dawson, 1979; Hathaway, 1984; Reilly & Powers,
1977). For example, Ramsey's review of law school admissions
(Lunneborg & Lunneborg, 1966) concluded that as much as 50% of the
variance in law school performance is accounted for by human
attributes other than ability.
Thus, in light of the changes in the applicant population, the
need for developing reliable and valid measures of factors other than
aptitude and achievement has been acknowledged by law school
administrators and admissions committees (Dawson, 1979; Evans, 1977;
Dawson, 1979; Hathaway, 1984).

Most legal educators encourage

additional research to help them identify variables which could be of
maximum value in selecting those students who demonstrate the
greatest potential for success in legal education.
The Law School Admissions Council has also supported the
need for assessing qualifications other than test scores and grades by
encouraging research designed to develop instruments that will
measure a broad range of applicant characteristics and skills. Such a
development effort may result in the selection of law students on the
basis of a much wider range of factors, many of them related to
survival and success in law school (Raushenbush, 1984).
As a result, a growing body of research has been conducted to
link academic success with non-cognitive variables, such as
demographic factors (Lunneborg & Lunneborg, 1966); birth order,
undergraduate major (Curtis, Zanna & Campbell, 1975); and salary
expectation and attitude toward law school (Robert & Winter, 1978).
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Other studies have attempted to investigate psychological factors as
correlates of academic success in law school, e.g. self-concept (Bailey,
1971; Baird, 1973; Griffore & Samuels, 1978); sex-role orientation (Curtis
et al, 1975; Kagan, 1976; Robert & Winter, 1978); anxiety, depression and
fear of failure (Beck & Burns, 1979; Silver, 1968); biorhythms (Frey,
1978); fear of success (Curtis et al, 1975); personality types based on
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and the Strong-Campbell Interest
Inventory (Bashor, 1982; Miller, 1967).
While these studies provide some interesting findings, the
results are by no means clear and consistent. For many variables, the
results have been mixed and contradictory, and there are undoubtedly
interactions with other variables. No evidence suggests that there is a
meaningful correlation between any non-cognitive variable and law
school success (Hathaway, 1984).
Since selected psychological variables have not proven to be
consistent predictors of academic performance and persistence in the
law school, the field is open to exploration of other psychological
variables which may be better predictors of academic success in the first
year of law school.
PRINCIPLE OF SELF-EFFICACY THEORY
In many psychological theories, the role of expectancy appears to
play a major part in determining behavior. Most theories agree that
there is a relationship between what a person believes and expects and
what he/ she does in a particular situation.
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Bandura (1977, 1982) has recently proposed a "self-efficacy"
theory to explain and predict behavior change. Self-efficacy theory
argues that people have highly specific expectations (i.e. self-efficacy
expectations) about their ability to perform specific behaviors, and that
it is the level and strength of efficacy for that behavior that determine
whether or not it will be attempted, how much effort and persistence
will be shown in the face of obstacles, and what the final results will be
(Bandura, 1982).
A large and diverse body of research has shown that efficacy
expectations can be measured for a variety of behaviors. The results of
these studies have generally shown that a person's efficacy expectations
are useful in predicting behavior change independently of the different
treatment approaches used.
Of particular relevance to the prediction of such academic
variables as school performance and persistence among college
students are three recent studies by Lent, Brown and Larkin (1984, 1985,
1987).

These studies have explored the contributions of efficacy

expectations and aptitude measures to academic persistence among
first-year engineering students. Efficacy expectations were found to be
as strong predictors of academic performance and persistence as such
aptitude measures as ACT scores and high school grades (Lent et al,
1985) and to be better predictors of academic performance outcomes
than interest congruence and certainty of career choice (Lent et al, 1987).
Lent et al (1987), in fact, found that of all demographic and personality
variables studies, only self-efficacy expectations and aptitude predicted ,

I
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academic success and persistence. Thus the validity of self-efficacy
expectations for the prediction of academic success has been
demonstrated.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study was to investigate whether the
variables of self-efficacy and academic aptitude (as measured by
undergraduate GPA and LSAT scores) independently or collectively
influence academic performance and persistence of first-year students
at Loyola University of Chicago School of Law. The present study is
designed to replicate and extend the findings of the three studies by
Lent et al (1984, 1985, 1987). It further explores the additional question
of whether or not students displaying unrealistic efficacy expectations
perform and persist differently than do those who hold realistic
expectations. Of particular importance from an applied standpoint is
the determination of whether students with unrealistically low
expectations perform more poorly and tend to drop out more
frequently than do those whose efficacy expectations match
performance.

If it could be demonstrated that self-efficacy predicts some
variance in performance and persistence behaviors in law school
students, then Bandura's theory would receive additional validation.
Although the Loyola University of Chicago School of Law
provided the data for this study, the implications are not intended to be
limited to the selection of students for any particular law school, but
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hopefully, will be generalized to all schools of law and applicable to
enhancement of their selection and academic counseling processes.

CHAYJ'ERII

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The prediction of success in school has long been an interest of
researchers in psychology and education. Generally, research has
focused on studying the relationship between indices of academic
performance and survival (e.g., course grades, cumulative grade point
average, drop-out rates) and various measures of cognitive (e.g.
standardized test scores) and non-cognitive (e.g. social background,
personality) characteristics of students.
The current review will focus on the present state of this
research as it relates to predictors of academic success in law school. It
is divided into four sections. The first section includes research related
to the cognitive predictors of law school achievement. In the second
section, the research using non-cognitive predictors of law school
performance and persistence is discussed. The third section presents a
brief theoretical overview of the self-efficacy theory and a review of
literature relating to its applications. In the last section, the research
hypotheses are stated and terms defined.
COGNITIVE PREDICTORS OF LAW SCHOOL SUCCESS
There is certainly no shortage of studies of the validity of the
Law School Admission Test (LSAT) and of undergraduate grade-point
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average (UGPA) for predicting first-year grades in law school. In
hundreds of validity studies conducted for individual law schools as
well as those sponsored by the Law School Admission Council (LSAC),
LSAT and UGPA, both singly and in weighted combination, have
proven to be valid predictors of first-year law school grades (Evans,
1977; Kranskopf and Prediger, 1963; Ramsey, 1955; Schrader, 1977;
Schrader & Olsen, 1976). Since the beginning of the LSAT testing
program in 1948, law schools have been supplying data on performance
in law school and conducting studies of the relationship of these
predictors to first-year grade point average (Linn & Hastings, 1983). A
large body of research conducted by the Law School Admission Council
(LSAC) has been aimed at developing better means of using the
standard predictors of success in law school: Law School Admission
Test (LSAT) and undergraduate grade point average (UGPA).
Ramsey's (1955) review of 55 studies of the correlation between
pre-law grade average and law school achievement revealed that up
until that time, the quality of pre-legal work had, on the average,
shown slightly higher correlations with law school performance than
aptitude test results, though some work with the LSAT suggested
considerable promise for it as an effective predictor of probable
performance in law school.
In one of the earliest LSAC sponsored research projects reporting

on validity studies, Schrader and Olsen (1960) examined the correlation
between first-year law school grades and LSAT scores combined with
prelaw grades.

The effectiveness of the combined predictors was
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represented by a multiple correlation coefficient of .52, as compared
with a value of .40 for the test alone and .38 for previous academic
success alone. These findings were some of the first to indicate that the
LSAT scores were distinctly useful alone or when used in combination
with supplementary evidence of previous academic success in
predicting first year grades of law students, and have been replicated
consistently since then (Carlson, 1970; Linn & Hastings, 1983; Pitcher,
1965, 1972; Schrader, 1977).

Research on Supplementary Achievement Tests
Several studies have also been conducted to identify other
cognitive measures that might contribute to the prediction of law
school achievement beyond the weighted combination of the LSAT
and UGPA.

In 1965, Pitcher conducted the first study using two

supplementary tests to the LSAT (Writing Ability and General
Background) to predict performance of students (N =2,200) entering 10
law schools in Fall, 1962. The results indicated that both tests had
slightly lower validity coefficients (.21 and .16 respectively for Writing
Ability and General Background) than LSAT and prelaw record (.29 and
.24 respectively). Similar conclusions were reached by Carlson and
Werts (1976), who found that neither Writing Ability Test scores nor
General Background Test scores significantly increased the multiple
correlation obtained between a UGPA and LSAT composite and grades
in law school and bar examination performance.
In another study, Pitcher (1976) used data for students (N=l,381)

entering 10 law schools to report on the effectiveness of two
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experimental measures, Test of Writing Ability and Test of Reasoning
Ability, for predicting academic success in law schools. Both parts of
the Test of Writing Ability (a test of grammatical structures called
Interlinear and a test of organizational ability called Combining
Sentences) had low positive correlations (mean = .19) with FYA. A
comparison of the Reasoning Ability Test and the regular Principles
and Cases sections of the LSAT indicated that the regular test section
correlated higher with FYA than did either part (Related Cases and
Decided Cases) of the experimental test.
In a separate study, Olsen (1976) used data from four law schools'
students (N=628) to evaluate the predictive effectiveness of tests of:
Combining

Sentences, Editing, Organization of Ideas, Error

Recognition, Expression, Situations, and Directed Memory. The
relationship of test scores to FYA showed moderate validity for all
experimental tests with correlations ranging from .23 to .42. Further,
all tests except Combining Sentences appeared to make an addition to
the prediction of grades obtainable from LSAT alone.
Carlson and Werts (1976) investigated the network of
relationships among undergraduate grades, LSAT scores, law school
grades, Multistate Bar

Examination (National Council of Bar

Examiners, 1974) scores, and grades on bar examination essays using as
a sample all candidates (N=B,535) from seven states taking the
Multistate Bar Examination in 1972. The results indicated that (1) both
UGP A and LSAT scores were related to performance throughout law
school and on the bar examination, (2) the strength of the relationship
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between undergraduate grades and law school grades remained
essentially unchanged from year to year, and (3) that the LSAT had a
stronger relationship with bar examination performance than with law
school grades.
In another effort to find out whether other standardized tests
would provide useful predictive data for law school achievement,
Pitcher and Schrader (1970) examined the use of the Advanced Tests of
the Graduate Record Examination (GRE) to see if the resulting score
might supplement LSAT and UGPA in predicting law school
performance. The results indicated that:
(1) GRE Advanced Test scores tended to show higher

correlations with law school grades than did LSAT scores.
(2) GRE Advanced Test scores combined with UGPA predicted
grades about as effectively as LSAT scores combined with UGPA.
(3) A combination of GRE Advanced Test scores with LSAT
scores and UGPA yielded only slightly higher validities than those
obtained from a combination of the latter two predictors.
(4) When GRE Advanced Test scores were combined with LSAT
scores, a moderate improvement in prediction was obtained as
compared with LSAT alone.

This combination, however, was less

effective than LSAT and UGPA (Schrader & Pitcher, 1970).
In yet another study (Widerstrom, Jengeleski & Chansky, 1979),
the validity of the verbal (V) and Mathematics (M) scales of the College
Board Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) as predictors of academic success
was explored. A double cross validation was performed on data from
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204 first-year law /justice students at Glassboro State College. Findings

revealed that SAT-V and SAT-M together were somewhat more valid
predictors of performance in law school than was either score alone,
but that SAT scores, on the whole, were relatively weak predictors of
first-year GP A. Research on Undergraduate Records
Since the quality and level of a student's past academic
performance have often been found to be a significant predictor of
future academic performance, a number of studies have been
conducted to investigate whether an increase in prediction of law
school performance could be effected by a more thorough consideration
of the undergraduate record.
In a detailed analysis of selected transcript variables, together
with LSAT, Writing Ability and cumulative college GPA, Reilly (1972)
found LSAT scores to be the best predictor of first year grades (FYA) for
the law students (N=134 and 85 from two schools). He also found
Social Science GPA and the year of graduation to contribute
significantly to prediction of law school success. A follow-up study
(Reilly & Powers, 1976) using a sample of 100 randomly selected
applicants to nine law schools, however, failed to replicate these
findings.

The results indicated that none of the subject area GPA's

were consistently better predictors than the combination of LSAT and
UGP A. Also, no single variable emerged as best to use in combination
with LSAT and UGPA.
Pugh (1967) studied 639 first-year law students at Indiana
University who had received their undergraduate degrees at
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universities other than Indiana to determine if undergraduate major
area of study and 13 undergraduate environment indices used in
combination with the LSAT and UGP A could increase the
predictability of the first-year law school grade point average. The
results generally indicated that, using undergraduate major area of
study and the undergraduate institutional variables with the UGP A
and LSAT, the achievement of non-1.U. undergraduates in the I.U. Law
School could be predicted with more precision than when considering
only the UGPA and the LSAT.
In another study, Pitcher (1977) compared the predictive
effectiveness of cumulative undergraduate average percentile rank
with that of cumulative undergraduate average itself in the prediction
of FYA in 26 law schools. The findings showed that there was no
general improvement in validity, either from substituting percentile
rank for UGP A in admission indices or from using percentile rank as
an additional predictor along with UGPA (Pitcher, 1977).
Research on Grade Adjustments
Because of "fading grading" and other kinds of erosion of the
grading system at many undergraduate colleges, there is no assurance
that undergraduate average grades are strictly comparable from one
applicant to another.
admissions

For years, those concerned with law school

have sought methods to make adjustments to

undergraduate grades (UGPA) so that differences in the standards and
quality of undergraduate schools could be minimized. It is generally
believed that such adjustments should make undergraduate grades
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more predictive of law school performance (i.e., increase their validity).
In view of the many differences that exist among the colleges attended

by law school applicants, a number of studies have attempted to
improve the predictive power of grades by taking account of the
institution where the grades were earned.
In a study undertaken with 4,804 students, Schrader and Pitcher
(1973) investigated whether college means on LSAT scores, Writing
Ability scores, and UGPA would be useful supplementary predictors of
law school grades. The LSAT College Mean (LCM) is determined yearly
for every college by calculating the mean score on the LSAT from
students from the college taking the LSAT that year. Beginning in 196970, the mean LSAT score for a student's college has been included as a
predictor in the LSAT Validity Study Service (VSS), and has been
found to make a modest contribution to validity in some law schools.
In Schrader and Pitcher's (1973) study, however, none of the college
means or combinations of college means contributed substantially to
prediction when results for all law schools were considered.
In a review by Rock and Evans (1982), several methods for
adjusting undergraduate grades were assessed for their ability to
increase the accuracy of undergraduate grades in predicting law school
performance. The two main types of adjustment methods were Direct
Transformation and Banding. Direct Transformation methods make
unique adjustments directly to each student's undergraduate grade
average using the LSAT College Mean (LCM) and GPA College Mean
(GCM) of that student's undergraduate college(s).

The Banding
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methods are of two types. The first makes the same adjustment to the
grades of all students from schools with LCM in the same range (Band)
and then uses the resulting adjusted UGPA in a single prediction
equation; the second uses different prediction equations for students
whose undergraduate schools fall into different LCM ranges.
The results of the studies were mostly mixed and inconclusive.
Linn (1966), in a review of grade adjustment research results concluded
that improvements in predictive validity were "discouragingly small".
Schrader and Pitcher (1964) in an LSAC- sponsored study found some
incremental validity but not of sufficient practical impact to justify the
operationalizing of their adjustment procedure. Boldt (1977) tested the
efficacy of using adjustments of the UGP A's to the prediction of firstyear law school averages (FYA). The adjustment steps included: choice
of a common law school scale and conversion of FYAs to that scale;
based on sample data, weights for prediction formulae were estimated;
based on a second sample, values of measures of the accuracy of
predictions were calculated; comparison of the values of the measures
to observe the effects of grade adjustment. The results did not disclose
any advantage gained by the grade adjustments in prediction of FYA.
In a later study involving data from one law school, Boldt and
Simpson (1978) found a significant increment in validity on crossvalidation with respect to specific grade adjustment methods. These
methods involve the adjustment of UGPA's using the average
aptitude test scores based on data from previous candidates for
admission from the applicants' undergraduate institutions.

One
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method of adjustment was to multiply the candidate's undergraduate
grades by the institutional average aptitude score; the other was to
categorize undergraduate institutions by the magnitude of the average
aptitude test scores and use regressions for the separate categories. Both
methods raised cross sample validities substantially.
Kaye (1981) contended that undergraduate grades adjusted by
variations among undergraduate institutions, variations in the quality
of the student body, excellence of the education, or prevalence of high
grades for average work, were better for predicting success in law school
than were the "raw" grades usually used for this purpose. He further
suggested that the use of the modified GP A should result in fewer
instances of unfairness to applicants than would the mechanical use of
"raw" grades.

The results seemed to show an improvement in the

predictive power of the combined LSAT and UGP A index when
modified undergraduate grades were substituted for raw GPA's in the
calculation of the index, although the improvement observed in
validity was by no means overwhelming (Kaye, 1981).
In general, it has been demonstrated that modest gains can be
made in the predictive validity of undergraduate grades by the use of
some grade-adjustment methods. The gains tend to shrink, however,
when the adjusted grades are used in conjunction with LSAT. The
research, thus, has given some support to the theory that objective
grade adjustment will lead to improvements in the accuracy of
prediction, although the improvements cited were often inconsistent
and insignificant (Rock & Evans, 1982).
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Research on Applicant Subgroups
Because of the changes in the applicant population and in legal
education, there has been a concern expressed by the Law School
Admission Council (LSAC) and Educational Testing Service (ETS) that
traditional predictors of academic performance in law (UGPA and
LSAT) might have limitations that affect their use with minority group
applicants (Linn, 1975; Powers, 1977, Romero, 1984).
A number of studies have been conducted to address the
questions of whether traditional predictors have differential validity
when used with minority students and whether these predictors, when
used singly or in combination, consistently underpredict the
performances of minority students (Linn, 1975; Powers, 1977, 1981;
Schrader & Pitcher, 1976a, 1976b).
In comparing predictions of law school performance for Black,
Chicano and White law students, Powers (1977) concluded that:
(1) There was no consistent tendency for LSAT or Writing
Ability (WA) scores to be less valid for minorities than for White
applicants. In fact, there was a tendency for WA to be more useful in
predicting the performance of Black students than of White students.
(2) The only traditional predictor that appeared less valid for
predicting the first year grade point average (FYA) of minorities was
UGPA.
Two studies conducted by Schrader and Pitcher (1976a, 1976b),
also suggested that, from a technical standpoint, the traditional
predictors were about as adequate for minority as for majority law
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school applicants. Further, it was suggested that because of a consistent
over-prediction of minority students' average grades (Linn, 1975),
traditional indicators could not be considered unfair to minorities from
the standpoint of a traditional definition of test bias (Powers, 1981).
To examine the validity of traditional predictors for female law
students, Pitcher conducted two studies (1974, 1975) evaluating
predictor variables customarily used in law school validity studies:
UGPA, LSAT, WA and LSAT College Mean (LCM). The latter variable
is based on students who attended that college and took the LSAT
during a specific time period. The results of both studies indicated the
traditional predictors to be at least as valid for predicting FYA for
female law students as they were for male students at the same law
schools.
Summary
In summary, this section reviewed the literature relating to the
effectiveness of cognitive variables in predicting success in law school.
Overall, there appears to be a consistent relationship between the
traditional predictors (LSAT and UGP A) and law school performance.
The use of other cognitive measures; (e.g. experimental tests;
undergraduate records and environments; and grade adjustments)
have generally shown negligible to low correlations with performance
and persistence in law school.

The efficacy of using traditional

predictors with specific applicant subgroups was also explored.
In opposition to the voluminous research supporting the
validity of the LSAT as predictor of academic success in law school,
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Hathaway (1984) argued that the LSAT, although valid as a predictor of
law school performance in a statistical sense, has rather weak practical
validity (i.e., the test score, according to Hathaway, explains only 14 or
15 percent of law school performance). He proposed that the LSAT
should not be employed to make precise admissions decisions among
members of a heterogeneous applicant population.

He further

maintained that the test's inadequacies could not be offset by assigning
it differential weights for various applicant subgroups (defined by sex,
age and race) or by considering the LSAT score in conjunction with
other cognitive and non-cognitive factors. He suggested that cognitive
factors might serve as a crude sorting mechanism to separate those
applicants likely to fail or withdraw from the balance of the applicant
pool. Once probable failures and withdrawals have been eliminated
from the applicant pool, specific admissions decisions should then be
made on the basis of non-cognitive factors (Hathaway, 1984).
NON-COGNITIVE PREDICTORS OF LAW SCHOOL SUCCESS
Historically, academic success (either academic achievement or
persistence) has been viewed as largely related to academic dimensions,
e.g. ability or study habits (Pentages & Creedon, 1978). A growing
number of investigators, however, have concurred with Hathaway
(1984) by suggesting that non-cognitive dimensions may be as
important or more important to academic success than are the
traditional academic dimensions (Astin, 1975; Gelso & Powell, 1967;
Messick, 1979; Nelson, Scott & Bryan, 1984; Pascarella & Chapman,
1983; Tinto, 1975). Consequently, a number of leaders in legal education
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and the bar have called upon law schools to give more weight to all the
qualities and skills of their applicants that go beyond the academic
capabilities reflected by the UGPA and LSAT scores (Dawson, 1984).
The focus of this section is on those non-cognitive student
characteristics that have been studied as predictors of success in law
school. In contrast to the wealth of materials on cognitive predictors,
non-cognitive predictors have received relatively little attention in the
research literature of legal education.
Demographic Data and Social Background
Early studies tended to explore non-cognitive variables
pertaining to demographic information or social backgrounds as
related to success in law school. The relationship between social class
and academic achievement of first-, second- and third-year law
students (N=213) at Stanford University was examined by Feldman
(1960).

FYA was used as the indicator of academic achievement, while

the education and occupation of the father were used to develop a
measure of social class position. LSAT scores, UGPA, undergraduate
institution, and motivation were used as control variables. The study
concluded that social class exerted a significant, persistent influence on
achievement after the influence of the control variables was removed.
Students from higher social class backgrounds consistently achieved
higher grades in law school. Upper- and lower-class students exhibited
nearly identical levels of motivation but motivation was not generally
related to academic achievement.
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Meile (1961), in a study of law students (N=153) at the University
of Washington, evaluated the relevance of the following factors to
performance and adjustment in law school:

social class, social

mobility, anticipatory socialization (early exposure to the field of law),
reasons for choosing law as a career, timing of the career decision,
commitment to law as a career, influence of significant others, and
possible reasons for leaving law school.

The results showed that

students' adjustments to law school were independent of grades and
that commitment to alternative careers was found to be related to
adjustment difficulties in law school, low performance and less
likelihood of improving from the first to the second quarter. In the
area of attrition, Meile found that students who tended toward social
isolation and who were committed to alternative careers with social
support for these careers were quite likely to drop out from law school.
Relatively few students who abandoned their law careers did so for
academic reasons.
In another study designed to identify variables related to success
in law school, Lunneborg and Lunneborg (1966) reported the following
variables to be predictive of high FYA: state residency; high UGP A;
high undergraduate grades in accounting and/or economics; high
LSAT scores; mother with some college education; no work during the
academic year; and scientist father. The following variables were
predictive of poor performance: non-state residency; failing
undergraduate courses in biology, chemistry and math; number of
courses failed as undergraduate; over 25 years of age; delay between
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high school graduation and college; part-time work during school year,
and intention to practice out of state. The following variables were not
predictive of success or failure in the first year of law school: prestige of
undergraduate institution; UGPA improvement; undergraduate
major; delay between undergraduate degree and entrance to law school;
graduate school experience; previous law office or business experience;
length of father's education; marital status; living father; lawyer father;
lawyer relatives; intent to practice law; and intent to teach law.
Personality Variables
Hills and Raine (1958) studied measures of flexibility and
motivation to determine their relationship to law school performance.
Flexibility was assessed with a battery of intruments measuring ability
to recognize and tolerate ambiguities, social consciousness, and selfinsight.

The primary motivational variable assessed was level of

personal aspirations in social, academic, economic, and professional
realms. The results were inconclusive. The scores for social, academic,
professional and economic aspiration correlated substantially with each
other but not with grades. Interrelations among the various flexibility
and motivation scores showed that the "flexibility" measures used in
the study were generally not related to each other.

Motivation, as

measured in this battery, did not account for any important amount of
the variance in first-year grades at this law school.
Miller (1967) investigated the relationship of the Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator (MBTI; Briggs & Myers, 1962) to law school performance
and persistence of first-year students (N=896) at four law schools. The
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MBTI has four scales based on Jung's (1923) personality typology:
Extraversion-Introversion (E-I); Sensation-Intuition (S-N); ThinkingFeeling (T-F); Judging-Perceiving (J-P). Results revealed that, whereas
the LSAT and UGPA were consistently effective predictors of FYA in
law school, they were unable to predict whether or not a student was
likely to drop out. The MBTI scores, on the other hand, were largely
ineffective in predicting grade averages. However, in predicting
dropout, one or more of the MBTI scales was able to discriminate
significantly between those who completed the first year and those who
did not. Only 6.7% of the students classifed as introverted, sensing,
thinking, and judging (ISTJ) types dropped out during their first year in
law school.

On the other hand, 28.1 % of the extraverted, sensing,

feeling, judging (ESFJ) types dropped out during the same time period.
Thus, those described in Jungian typology as dependable, practical,
logical, analytical, and fact-oriented (ISTJ), were four times less likely to
drop out of law school than were those who are people-oriented and
idealistic (ESFJ).

Further, it was found that ISTJ types were

proportionately over-represented and the ESFJ types under-represented
in law school in relation to their percentages among college students.
These data were taken as evidence of self-selection of both types of
student.
In Reich's (1972) study, three tests--the California Personality
Inventory (CPI; Gough & Heilbrun, 1965), the Strong Vocational
Interest Blank (SVIB; Strong & Campbell, 1966), and an experimental
test of general information (General Information Survey; GIS; Reich,
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1972)--were administered to 106 entering male law students to
determine the relationships of personality characteristics and
vocational interests to legal academic achievement. Neither the CPI
scales nor the GIS scales significantly correlated with the FYA.
However, six SVIB scales had significant correlations with first-year
GPA: a positive correlation with the Biologist scale and negative
correlations with the Merchandising, Religious Activities, Purchasing
Agent, Pharmacist, and Funeral Director scales.
In a more recent study, Bashor (1982) used the Survey of
Interpersonal Values (SIV; Gordon, 1976); Strong-Campbell Interest
Inventory (SCII; Campbell, 1977) and Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBTI; Briggs & Myers, 1962) to determine if selected non-cognitive
factors measured by these inventories could be used to enhance the
prediction of FYA. The results indicated that the SCH-Conventional
scale for females was selected for inclusion in the multiple correlation
and was significantly correlated with FYA at the .01 level of confidence.
The multiple R of .594, when squared, showed that this particular
Holland Scale from the SCH accounted for 35% of the variance in FYA
for the females in the sample. Another Holland Scale (SCH-Artistic)
was found to be a significant predictor of FYA at the .05 level of
confidence for non-minority males with average scores on cognitive
predictors of success. Two MBTI variables, Intuition and Introversion,
were included with index (cognitive variable) in the regression
equation for the first group, comprising the total sample (N=69). Index
had a multiple correlation of .554, accounting for 31 % of the 37% of
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total variance. MBTI-Extroversion was included with index in the
second group, comprising all males in the sample (n=48). Index had a
multiple R of .573, contributing 33% of the 46% of total variance
accounted for by these variables. In this study, index proved to be the
single most effective predictor of academic performance for the two
groups made up of all law students and males admitted with average
scores on cognitive predictors of success.

The contribution which

MBTI made to the prediction of FYA was not significant.
Psychological Variables
Examination of the literature also revealed some studies dealing
with such psychological variables as stress (Heins, Fahey & Henderson,
1983; Shanfield & Benjamin, 1985; Taylor, 1975), anxiety (Robert &
Winter, 1978; Silver, 1968), and depression (Beck & Burns, 1979).
In a study of anxiety and fear of failure experienced by first-year
law students, Silver (1968) conducted in-depth interviews with nine
randomly chosen law students on a weekly basis. In addition, a 30-item
anxiety survey was completed by most of the first-year class at the
University of Wisconsin Law School.

The in-depth interviews

indicated that the students had strong apprehensions about failing. It
was hypothesized that this fear of failure is one of the reasons that
academic failure occurred.

Responses to the survey showed that

students who exhibited very high or very low anxiety during the first
semester were most likely to fail. The students falling in the middle
anxiety range had the smallest percentage of failure. Responses to the
anxiety test revealed the "high anxiety" students to be deeply concerned
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about doing well in law school, willing to study hard and make
considerable sacrifices in their lifestyles to attain their goal. Their substandard performance was postulated to be a result of the fear of
failure-anxiety phenomenon.
In a related study, Curtis, Zanna and Campbell (1975)
investigated the effects sex and fear of success upon academicallyrelated perceptions and performance of law students.

Respondents

scoring high in fear of success on the Pappo Fear of Success Scale
(Pappo, 1972), regardless of sex, were less satisfied with law, more
satisfied with their previous work experience, rated themselves lower
in ability at logical abstract thought, obtained lower Law Board scores,
and more frequently failed to volunteer answers in class when they
desired to do so.

Robert and Winter (1978) examined the following

factors as predictors of achievement: attitude toward law school,
anxiety depression, expected reward, and professional self-concept.
They found that the performance of men, but not women, was
significantly influenced by expected reward and attitude towards law
school. Both men and women's performance was negatively
influenced by depression and anxiety, but the effect was more severe
among men.

Self-concept, on the other hand, had strong positive

effects on the performance of women, but rather weak influence on
men's performance. On the whole, women who saw themselves as
being what our society would call "masculine" were more successful in
law school, while men who saw themselves as extremely masculine
did not do as well as men who had moderately masculine self-concepts.
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Finally, in relation to the stress factor, Frey (1978) explored the
relationship between biorhythms and law school performance. To test
the possible influence of biorhythms on FYA, a mini-empirical study
was conducted. The results indicated that success or failure in law
school was not determined by biorhythms alone.

Biorhythms may

have had a subtle role but several factors, such as outside employment
and basic ability, played dominant roles. Absenteeism and the decision
to withdraw did have a high correlation to critical emotional and
intellectual cycles.
Summary
In summary, this section reviewed relevant research on the
prediction of law school persistence and performance focusing on such
non-cognitive variables as demographic data and social background,
personality characteristics and other psychological variables.

In

general, the studies cited here have not demonstrated findings that are
consistent and conclusive.
In view of the inadequacy of these findings, it is worthwhile to
explore some other non-cognitive variables that might prove to be
more effective in predicting first year grades in law school. The present
study attempted to do this by examining the relationship between selfefficacy expectations and academic success of law students.
SELF-EFFICACY THEORY AND APPLICATIONS
Self Efficacy Theory
The role of expectancy in determining behavior is a matter that
concerns psychologists with a wide range of different theoretical
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approaches.

Most theorists are in concurrence that there is a

relationship between what a person believes and expects and what
he/ she does in a situation, but the nature of these beliefs and
expectations has been considered in a number of ways (Lee, 1984).
Albert Bandura (1977, 1982) has presented an integrative
theoretical framework to explain and to predict psychological changes
achieved by different modes of treatment. This theory, called "selfefficacy theory", argues that people have highly specific expectations
about their ability to perform highly specific behaviors (i.e., self-efficacy
expectations). According to Bandura (1977a), behavior and behavior
change are mediated primarily by self-efficacy expectations, and
expectations of personal efficacy determine whether coping behavior
will be initiated, how much effort will be expended, and how long it
will be sustained in the face of obstacles and aversive experiences.
Efficacy expectations and their consequences vary on dimensions
of level and strength. The level of self-efficacy expectations refers to
the degree of difficulty of the tasks the individual feels capable of
attempting, and is postulated to influence the

kinds of behaviors

attempted and avoided. The strength of self-efficacy expectations refers
to the person's confidence in his or her capability, and is postulated to
influence persistence of behavior when disconfirming or dissuading
experiences are confronted (Betz & Hackett, 1981).
Bandura (1977b) also differentiated efficacy expectations from
outcome expectations (Bandura, 1977b). "Outcome expectations" refer
to the belief that given the performance of a particular behavior,

I
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certain results will follow.

An outcome expectation is thus a belief

about the consequences of behavior. An efficacy expectation, on the
other hand, is a belief concerning the performance of a behavior. Low
self-efficacy expectations may prevent a person from attempting to
perform or persist at a task even if he or she is relatively certain that
performance of that task would lead to desired outcomes.

Thus,

efficacy expectations are considered the primary cognitive determinant
of whether or not an individual will attempt a given behavior and
how long he/she will persist (Bandura, 1982).
Since its appearance in 1977, self-efficacy theory has been
successfully used to interpret and change behavior in a variety of
situations. The following is a review of literature relating to different
applications of self-efficacy theory.
Phobic Disorders
Bandura (1977; Bandura & Adams 1977) has demonstrated that
efficacy expectations act as accurate predictors of subsequent behavior
among phobics. He has found a very high congruence between snake
phobics' efficacy expectations and their subsequent approach behaviors.
Lee (1984), in a study that compared efficacy and outcome expectations
as predictors of performance in a snake-handling task with 33
undergraduates, found efficacy expectations to be better predictors of
performance than outcome expectations. Further, several authors have
concluded that efficacy expectation is a very useful construct for
understanding and treating such other phobic disorders as: agoraphobia
(Bandura, Adams, Hardy & Howells, 1980); acrophobia (Williams,
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Turner & Peer, 1985; Williams & Watson, 1985) and general phobic
disorders (Biran & Wilson, 1981).
Health Behaviors
A large and di verse body of research has been conducted
appplying self-efficacy theory to facets of health behavior. Perceived
self-efficacy concerns patients' judgments of their coping capabilities in
designated areas of functioning and has been shown to play a
significant role in diverse forms of health behavior.

Smoking and alcoholism treatment. There have been several
studies conducted to explore the relationship of self-efficacy
expectations and cessation of smoking (Brod & Hall, 1984; Coelho, 1984;
Diclemente, Prochaska & Gibertini, 1985; Godding & Glasgow, 1985;
McIntyre, Lichtenstein & Mermelstein, 1983; Prochaska et al, 1982; Yates
& Thain, 1985). Typically, these studies have focused on characteristics

of abstainers as contrasted with relapsers in smoking cessation
programs. Results have generally showed that successful abstainers
experience markedly higher levels of self-efficacy in coping with
smoking cessation than relapsers. For example, in a study by Yates and
Thain (1985), self-efficacy proved superior to the other variables in
identifying individuals at high risk for relapse after voluntarily
quitting smoking.
In two related studies (Clifford, 1983; Rollnick & Heather, 1982),
the application of Bandura's self-efficacy theory to the process of
alcoholism treatment and relapse was explored. The results indicated
that diminished sense of personal control or self-efficacy was related to
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performance deficits and to a greater likelihood of relapse among
alcoholics.

Weight control and obesity treatment.

Self-efficacy theory has

been employed to predict successful results in weight loss programs. In
a study to assess the relationship between self-efficacy, success-failure
attributions, and weight loss in the context of a weight rehabilitation
program, Bernier and Power (1984) found that only self-efficacy
expectations at treatment termination were significant predictors of
weight loss following a 6-week and 6-month follow-up.
Similarly, Mitchell and Stuart (1984) investigated the link
between weight-control, self-efficacy, and drop out rate in 414
participants in a behavioral program. Results showed that the 101
dropouts were significantly more likely than stayers to report low selfefficacy at the beginning of their memberships; and less likely to feel
successful in weight control and behavior change, even though their
rates of weight loss did not differ significantly from those of the stayers.

Pain control and coping program for cancer patients.

Manning

and Wright (1983) examined the relative roles of self-efficacy
expectations, outcome expectations, and importance (level of
incentive) as predictors of persistence of pain control in medicationfree childbirth.

Results indicated that self-efficacy expectancies

predicted persistence in pain control without medication better than
outcome expectations, importance, and 7 other alternative predictors
(e.g. locus of control, social desirability, and pain-control training
classes). These results were supported by Dolce, Crocker and Doleys'
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study (1986), which examined the role of self-efficacy expectancies as
predictors of persistence in a program for chronic pain patients.
In another health-related area, Telch and Telch (1985) reviewed
the research on psychosocial interventions with cancer patients,
focusing on three major intervention perspectives:

support group

therapy, medical education, and coping skills training.

Findings

demonstrated a marked and consistent superiority of the coping skills
(self-efficacy) intervention over supportive group therapy and no
treatment conditions.
Assertiveness and Social Skills
Many studies have extended Bandura's concept of self-efficacy to
the area of social skills (Moe & Zeiss, 1982) and heterosocial anxiety
treatment (Barrios, 1983; Haemmerlie & Montgomery, 1982). Some
relationships have been found between depression and efficacy
expectations in the heterosocial anxiety literature; however, they seem
primarily mediated by social anxiety. Perceived efficacy has been found
to be a sensitive indicator of self-reports of anxiety, of motoric
performance on targeted and generalization tasks, and of the degree of
coping behavior displayed in the face of mildly aversive stimuli.
Lee (1984) examined the relationship of efficacy and the social
skill of assertiveness.

In this study, both efficacy and outcome

expectations for particular assertive behaviors were obtained from 40
female undergraduates and compared as predictors of subsequent
performance.

The results showed each predictor individually was

highly correlated with performance, but efficacy measures were
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somewhat better predictors than were the outcome expectation
measures.

Regression analyses combining the predictors did not

account for more of the variance than did efficacy measures alone.
Data support the contention that efficacy measures are more important
in predicting outcome than are outcome expectancy measures, but they
do not reflect on the question of whether efficacy expectations are
causally related to behavior.
Organizational Behavior Management
A study by Jones (1986) was conducted to investigate the effects of
self-efficacy on role orientation and newcomers' adjustments to
organizations. Results revealed a correlation between self-efficacy
beliefs and newcomers' successful adjustments. In another study
(Barling, 1983), the relationships of self-efficacy beliefs, outcome
expectations, and sales performance were explored. A questionnaire
developed to measure self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectations
was administered to 97 sales representatives.

Analyses of results

provided evidence that self-efficacy beliefs predicted insurance sales
performance, whereas outcome expectations did not.
Career Intervention
Another area of research has been on the relationship of selfefficacy expectations to career decision-making behaviors. (Betz &
Hackett, 1981a, 1981b; Foss & Slaney, 1986; Nevill, Neimeyer, PostKammer & Smith, 1985; Robert & Fukuyama, 1986; Taylor & Betz, 1983;
Wheeler, 1983). For example, Taylor and Betz (1983) found that college
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students expressed considerable confidence in their ability to complete
the tasks necessary to make career decisions. However, the strength of
their career decision-making self-efficacy expectations was strongly and
negatively related to overall levels of career indecision and was, in
particular, related to the component of indecision described as a lack of
structure and confidence with respect to career decisions. Relationships
of career decision-making self-efficacy expectations to ability level were
negligible.
In a study of undergraduates' perceptions of their capabilities to
complete successfully the educational requirements and job duties of 10
traditionally female and 10 traditionally male occupations, Betz &
Hackett (1981b) found significant and consistent sex differences in selfefficacy with regard to traditional vs. nontraditional careers among
women. Males reported equivalent self-efficacy with regard to
traditionally male and traditionally female occupations; females
reported significantly higher levels of self-efficacy with regard to
traditionally female occupations than with regard to nontraditional
female occupations.

In a related study, Betz and Hackett (1981a)

explored women's career development based on Bandura's self-efficacy
theory.

They concluded that largely as a result of socialization

experiences, women lack strong expectations of personal efficacy in
relationship to many career-related behaviors and thus, fail to realize
fully their capabilities and talents in career pursuits. Two other studies
(Betz & Hackett, 1983; Hackett, 1985) tested the relationship of gender,
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mathematical preparation, and achievement on math-relatedness of
college major choice.
The first study (Betz & Hackett, 1983) investigated the
relationship of mathematics self-efficacy expectations to the selection of
science-based majors in college males and females. Results indicated
that mathematics self-efficacy expectations were significantly related to
the extent to which students selected science-based college majors, thus
supporting the postulated role of cognitive mediational factors in
educational and career choice behavior. In addition, the mathematicsrelated self-efficacy expectations of college males were significantly
stronger than were those of college females.
In a related study, Hackett (1985) used a path-analysis model to
test the hypothesis that (1) gender and mathematical preparation are
related to mathematics achievement; (2) mathematics achievement
influences mathematics self-efficacy; (3) mathematics self-efficacy is
predictive of both math anxiety and choice of math-related college
majors. The results partially supported the hypothesis and found that
gender-related socialization influences combined with the amount of
math preparation did predict math achievement and mathematics selfefficacy.

The path-analysis model further supported the central

mediational role of mathematics self-efficacy in the prediction of math
anxiety and math-related major's choices.
Academic Performance and Persistence
A number of studies have found perceived self-efficacy to be an
important variable in understanding achievement behavior of
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children (Schunk, 1984); socially disadvantaged secondary school
students (Singh, 1985) and writing performance of college students
(Meier-Scott, McCarthy & Schmeck, 1984). Findings generally have
provided support for the construct validity of self-efficacy and for the
hypothesis that perceived self-efficacy is an important variable in
understanding achievement behavior.
Three recent studies conducted by Lent, Brown and Larkin (1984,
1986, 1987) are of particular relevance to the prediction of academic
performance and persistence of college students. In the first study, the
authors examined the relation of self-efficacy beliefs to 41
undergraduates' persistence and performance in pursuing science and
engineering college majors. Self-efficacy measures assessed students'
perceived ability to fulfill the education requirements and job duties of
a variety of technical and/ or scientific occupations. Results showed
that students who reported high self-efficacy for educational
requirements achieved higher grades and persisted longer in technical
and/ or scientific majors over the following year than those with low
self-efficacy. Self-efficacy was only moderately correlated with objective
predictors of academic aptitude and achievement, suggesting that selfefficacy and aptitude are two separate but related constructs.
In the second study (Lent et al, 1986), the authors explored the
relation of self-efficacy beliefs to educational-vocational choice and
performance by assessing the extent to which efficacy beliefs, in concert
with other relevant variables, predicted academic grades, persistence
and perceived career options in 105 undergraduates considering science
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and engineering fields.

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses

indicated that self-efficacy contributed significant unique variance
beyond that accounted for by aptitude to the prediction of grades,
persistence,

and

range

of

perceived

career

options

in

technical/ scientific fields.
In the third study (Lent, et al, 1987), the contribution of three
alternative variables (self-efficacy, interest congruence, and
consequential thinking) to the explanation of career-relevant behavior
in students considering science and engineering fields was explored.
Results indicated that self-efficacy was the most useful of the three in
predicting grades and persistence in technical/ scientific majors; both
self-efficacy and congruence contributed to the prediction of range of
perceived career options; and congruence alone offered significant
incremental variance in explaining career indecision.
Summary
To summarize, self-efficacy expectations (i.e., a person's beliefs
concerning his/her ability to successfully perform a given task or
behavior), are postulated by Bandura to be a major determinant of
initiation, persistence and performance of behavior. Research testing
Bandura's hypothesis has provided overwhelming evidence that taskspecific efficacy expectations predict (1) maintenance of alcohol and
smoking abstinence, and weight loss, (2) tolerance of pain, (3)
implementation of assertiveness skills, (4) work adjustment, and (5)
career decidedness and career options. Of particular relevance to the
present study, efficacy expectations have been shown by one group of

40

investigators (Lent et al, 1984, 1986, 1987) to add significantly over and
above apititude to the prediction of academic performance and
persistence of engineering students.
In view of these findings, self-efficacy theory might prove to be

an extremely useful psychological model for understanding academic
success in law school. Therefore, a primary goal of this study is to
determine whether efficacy expectations predict law students'
performance and persistence behaviors. To accomplish this purpose,
several hypotheses were advanced and tested. They are listed in the
following section.
HYPOTHESES AND SUMMARY OF ACRONYMS
The following hypotheses were tested in this study:
Hypothesis One. Self-efficacy expectations will be positively related to
academic performance (first-year law school grade point average).
Hypothesis Two. Self-efficacy expectations will be positively related to
persistence (second-year law school enrollment)
Hypothesis Three. Aptitude (UGPA, LSAT) will be positively related to
performance.
Hypothesis Four. Aptitude (UGPA, LSAT) will be positively related to
persistence.
Hypothesis Five.

A combination of self-efficacy and aptitude will

predict performance (first-year law school grade point average) better
than either self-efficacy or aptitude individually.
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Hypothesis Six. A combination of self-efficacy and aptitude will predict
persistence (second year enrollment) better than either self-efficacy or
aptitude individually.
In addition to testing these hypotheses, an additional question of
how students with unrealistic expectations performed and persisted
was explored. The question is stated as follows: Question. If self-efficacy
proves to be an important variable in predicting performance and
persistence, did students who displayed unrealistic efficacy expectations
perform and persist differently than those who held realistic
expectations? Unrealistic expectations are of two types:
1. Self-efficacy lower than aptitude data.

2. Self-efficacy higher than aptitude data.
Of particular importance from an applied standpoint is the
determination of whether students with unrealistically low
expectations perform more poorly and tend to drop out more
frequently than do those whose efficacy expectations matched
performance.
Summary of Acronyms:
1. LSAT- Law School Admissions Test

2. UGP A - Undergraduate grade point average
3. FYA - First-year law school grade point average
4. SYE - Second-year enrollment in law school
5. SES - Self-efficacy Strength
6. SEL - Self-efficacy Level
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7. SEST - Total Self-efficacy Strength
8. SELT - Total Self-efficacy Level

CHAPTER III

ME'IHODOLOGY

SUBJECTS
Subjects were 208 first-year law students (108 males and 100
females) who volunteered to participate in the study during the first
meeting of the Law School Freshman Orientation Week (August 20,
1986) at Loyola University of Chicago.
As can be seen in Table 1 (Column 2), their average age was 24.54
years (SD=4.55) and they were predominantly Caucasian (95.6%). Most
of the sample were single (75.4%), Illinois residents (88.3%), and
fulltime students in the Day Division (76.4%). The majority held
bachelor's degrees only (86.1 %), and 13.9% held graduate or
professional degrees.

The predominant undergraduate major areas

were in the Social Sciences (51.9%), with the Humanities (19.2),
Business (17.8%), and the Natural Sciences and Mathematics (7.7%)
having lesser percentages. Over half (60.1 %) of the students were not
working, 20.2 % worked fulltime and 17.8% worked part-time.
Interestingly, about one-third (31.7%) of the students had a family
member with a law degree.
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Table 1.
Demographic Data
Demographic Variables

Total(%)
(N=208)

Group I(%)
(n1=104)

Group II(%)
(n2=104)

Sil
Male
Female

108 (51.9)
100 (48.1)

56 (53.8)
48 (46.2)

52 (50.0)
52 (50.0)

24.53
4.75

24.54
4.37

157 (75.4)
43 (20.7)
8 ( 3.9)

78 (75.0)
19 (18.3)
7 ( 6.8)

78 (75.0)
24 (23.1)
2 ( 1.9)

197(95.6)
5 (2.4)
2 (1.0)
1 (0.5)
3 (1.5)

98
3
0
0
3

181 (88.3)
24 (11.7)

94 (90.4)
10 ( 9.6)

87 (86.1)
14 (13.9)

159 (76.4)
49 (23.6)

82 (78.8)
22 (21.1)

77 (74.0)
27 (26.0)

108 (51.9)
40 (19.2)
16 ( 7.7)
37 (17.8)
7 ( 3.4)

53 (51.0)
18 (17.3)
9 ( 8.7)
20 (19.2)
4 ( 3.8)

55 (52.9)
22 (21.2)
7 ( 6.7)
17 (16.3)
3 ( 2.9)

179 (86.1)
29 (13.9)

90 (86.5)
14 (13.5)

89 (85.6)
15 (14.4)

125 (60.1)
37 (17.8)
42 (20.2)
4 ( 1.9)

66 (63.5)
19 (18.3)
18 (17.3)
1 ( 1.0)

59 (56.7)
18 (17.3)
24 (23.1)
3 ( 2.9)

66 (31.7)
142 (68.3)

33 (31.7)
71 (68.3)

33 (31.7)
71 (68.3)

Age

Mean
SD
Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorced/Widowed

24.54
4.55

~

Caucasian
Asian/Pacific
Black
Hispanic
Other
State Qf Resideni:;e
Illinois
Other
Division
Day
Evening

(94.2)
(2.9)
(0.0)
(0.0)
(2.9)

99
2
2
1
0

(95.2)
(1.9)
(1.9)
(1.0)
(0.0)

CQll~e MajQrs

Social Science
Humanities
Natural Sci/Math
Business
Other
Degrees
Undergraduate
Graduate/Professional
WQiking Status
Not working
Parttime work
Fulltime work
Other
La~ers in Fam.ii):':
Yes
No
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INSTRUMENTATION
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (SE-LC)
The first step in the assessment of self-efficacy expectations
involved the definition and specification of the behaviorial domain of
interest (Bandura, 1977). The domain was specified as including those
behaviors relevant to the competencies of successfully completing the
required law school courses with at least a passing grade and persisting
through the end of the first year of law school. To assess students' selfefficacy relating to these behaviors, an 11-item self-efficacy measure was
generated from a list of required law courses (SE-LC; See Appendix A)
obtained from the law school. This efficacy measure was constructed
based on procedures described by Betz and Hackett (1981), and Lent,
Brown and Larkin (1984, 1985).
According to Bandura (1977b), efficacy expectations vary on
dimensions of level and strength.

Level refers to the degree of

difficulty of tasks the individual feels capable of attempting. Strength
refers to the durability of efficacy expectations when the individual is
confronted with disconfirming or dissuading experiences. Thus, in the
self-efficacy questionnaire on law courses, two self-efficacy indices were
derived from the scale. First, subjects were asked to indicate whether
they believed they could successfully complete the course requirements
of 11 required law courses. Level of self-efficacy (SEL) scores were
obtained by summing the number of courses subjects believed they
could complete successfully. Strength of self-efficacy was assessed by
having subjects estimate their degree of confidence in their ability to
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complete the course requirements on 10-point scales (l=completely
unsure, lO=completely sure).

Total strength (SES) scores for each

subject on the scale were calculated by dividing the summed strength
estimates by the total number of courses included on the scale.
Psychometric (i.e., reliability) data on these two scales are presented in
Chapter IV.
Demographic Information Form (DIF)
In addition to the self-efficacy measure, a 12-item demographic
information form (DIF; See Appendix B) was completed by the
participants. The DIF included questions requesting standard
demographic information (e.g. sex, age, marital status, racial/ ethnic
background, state of residence) as well as questions pertaining to each
subject's primary reasons for entering law school (e.g. interest in law,
desire to contribute to society, family influence, financial rewards, etc.).
The former questions were used to describe the demographic make-up
of the sample and to explore potential background moderators that
might yield differential validity estimates. The latter variables were
employed as predictors of academic success and persistence along with
self-efficacy and aptitude data.
Aptitude, Performance and Persistence
Aptitude was assessed by the participants' undergraduate grade
point average (UGPA) and Law School Admission Test (LSAT) scores.
Performance was assessed by the first-year law school grade point
averages (FYA) and persistence was determined by checking
participants' enrollment in law school during the first semester of their
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second year (August 1987). Data on these variables were collected from
each subject's law school records.
PROCEDURES
After a brief explanation of the study, students who were
interested in participating were provided with two consent forms (See
Appendix C & D); the Demographic Information Form; and the SelfEfficacy Questionnaire to complete during the first 15 minutes of the
Orientation session. One consent form described the study briefly and
asked for the students' voluntary participation in the project. The other
requested a release of University and Law School records to the
researcher to obtain necessary aptitude, performance and persistance
data. The same procedure was repeated for the evening students during
their Orientation session the same evening. Out of the 266 students
who attended the orientation (182 Day students and 84 Evening
students) 208 students (157 Day and 51 Evening) participated in the
study.
At the end of the first semester of the 1985-86 school year, the
Self-efficacy Questionnaire was readministered to participating
students to assess stability and change of self-efficacy expectations. This
measure was given to participants during the final class periods of
three first-year Contracts classes (taken by all first year law students at
Loyola's Law School). There was an attrition of 27 participants (17
males and 10 females) due to their attrition from law school, reducing
the total number of students to 181 for the second administration. At
the conclusion of the second semester of the 1985-86 school year, the
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first-year law school grade point averages (FYAs) of these students were
obtained from the Law School's official records.
DESIGN
A cross-validation design (Norman, 1965) was employed in this
study by randomly dividing the total subject sample into two
subgroups (n1=n2=104). Thus, all data were analyzed to test the major
hypotheses and secondary research question on n1 and then crossvalidated on n2. A discussion of the comparative demographic makeups of these two groups is provided in Chapter IV.
The first four hypotheses were tested and cross-validated by
means of Pearson-Product Moment (PPMC) and Eta Correlations.
Specifically, correlations of self-efficacy and aptitude measures with
first-year law school GPA and second-year enrollment were calculated
on n1, and then cross-validated on n2.

In addition to calculating

correlations in each sample, testing them for statistical significance, and
comparing PPMC's and Etas to ascertain the shape of obtained
relationships, the mean of the correlations for each variable across both
samples was calculated and reported as on index of the lower bound of
the relationship estimates. Upper bound estimates were estimated by
calculating PPMC's and Etas for the total sample.
The fifth and sixth hypotheses and the research question were
tested by means of cross-validated hierarchical multiple regression
analyses. Specifically, aptitude x self-efficacy product terms were
calculated by multiplying scores obtained on each self-efficacy scale
with each aptitude index.

Then, a series of hierarchical multiple
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regressions were run, entering in order the aptitude measure, the selfefficacy measure, and the aptitude x self-efficacy product term. Separate
regression analyses were conducted for the two aptitude (UGPA and
LSAT) and two self-efficacy (SEL and SES) measures with each of the
two criterion measures (FYA and SYE). Thus, eight separate regression
equations were calculated on n1 and cross-validated on n2.
The squared multiple correlation (R2) obtained at the end of the
first two steps after aptitude and self-efficacy had been entered provided
evidence for the amount of variance accounted for by the combination
of aptitude and self-efficacy on performance and persistence.

This

squared multiple correlation was then compared to the squared
multiple correlation obtained at step 1 to estimate whether self-efficacy
added to the prediction of performance and persistence over and above
that contributed by aptitude alone. Finally, the R2 obtained when the
aptitude x efficacy product term was entered into the equation provided
evidence for the question of whether an interaction exists between
aptitude and self-efficacy on performance and persistence.
In addition, data were explored in n1 to discover potentially
important moderators of the relationships obtained between selfefficacy and aptitude and the criterion measures of performance and
persistence. Potentially important moderators were then tested for
their moderating effects on obtained correlates in n2.

CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

PSYCHOMETRIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SELF-EFFICACY
MEASURES
Because this study was concerned with the validation of
Bandura's self-efficacy (SE) theory, data pertaining to the psychometric
properties of the SE measures were analyzed prior to other analyses.
Cronbach's alpha and split-half (odd-even) reliability estimates,
calculated on the four self-efficacy measures (SE-level and SE-strength
at Times 1 and 2), showed all four measures to possess excellent
internal consistency (Tl SES: Alpha=.97, split-half=.97; Tl SEL:
Alpha=.92, split-half=.91; T2SES: Alpha=.95, split-half=.98; T2SEL:
Alpha=.93, split-half=.96).
Concurrent correlations between self-efficacy level and strength
revealed the two measures to be related (T1 =.55, T2=.58). Together, the
psychometric data suggest that the SE level and strength measures were
internally consistent and, although moderately related, contained
enough unique reliable variance (69.75% at T1, and 66.36% at T2) to be
employed as separate self-efficacy indices in subsequent analyses.
DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS OF GROUPS
Because of the double-split cross-validation design used in this
study, the original (n1) and cross-validation (n2) groups were compared
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on all demographic, independent, and dependent variables.
The results are summarized on Tables 1 and 2.
Table 1.
Demographic Descriptions of Entire Sample
and Demographic Comparisons
of Original and Cross-validated Groups
Demographic
Variables

Total
Groupl Group2
(N=208) (n1=104) (n2=104)

x2 or
t-test

Potential
Range

Sex
Male
Female

108
100

56
48

52
52

x 2 <u=0.17
(P=.68)

24.54
4.56

24.53
4.75

24.54
4.37

t(200)=-0.02
(P=.99)

156
43
7
1
1

78
19
5
1
1

78
24
2
0
0

x2(3)=2.86
(P=.41)

5
2
197
1
3

3
0
98
0
3

2
2
99
1
0

x2(4)=4.19
(P=.38)

181
27

94
10

87
17

x 2 <l>=0.53
(P=.46)

142
66

71

33

71
33

X2 (1)=0.0
(P=l.0)

37
29
30
8

x2(4)=3.21
(P=.52)

Ai;e
Mean
SD
Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorced
Widowed
Other
Race
Asian
Black
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other
Residency
Illinois
Other
La~er in Famili
No
Yes
Birth Order
First
Second
Other
Missing

78
51
65
14

41

22
35
6

20-45

52

Table 1.
(Continuation)
Demographic Descriptions of Entire Sample
and Demographic Comparisons
of Original and Cross-validated Groups
Demographic
Variables

Total
Groupl Group2
(N=208) (n1=104) (n2=104)

x2or
t-test

Division
Day
Evening

159
49

82
22

77
27

x 2c2>=l.68
(P=.43)

Major
Soc.Sci.
Humanities
Math/Sci.
Business
NoResoonse

108
40
16
37
7

53
18
9
20
4

55
22
7
17
3

x 2<3>=0.93
(P=.81)

Degree(s)
Undergraduate.
Grad/Professional

179
29

90
14

89
15

x 2o>=0.04
(P=.84)

WQrk Status
Not working
Parttime
Full time
Other

125
37
42
4

66

59
18
24
3

x2(4)=5.28
(P=.26)

ReasQn for entering
Law SchQol
-Intellectual interest
-Career interest
-Social interest
-Material interest
-Uncertain goals

97
71
17
9
14

48
37
10
3
6

49

x2(4)=1.74
(P=.78)

Second Year Enrollment
(SYE)
Enrolled
Withdrew

196
12

98
6

98
6

19
18
1

34

7
6
8

x2<1>=0.o
(P=l.0)

Potential
Range

53
Table 2.
Comparisons of Original and Cross-validation Groups
On Major Independent and Dependent Variables
Variables

rum

Mean

SD
Range

Total

Groupl

(N=208)

(n1=104)

8.69
1.38
0.00-10.00

8.67
1.56
0.00-10.00

10.86
0.89
0.00-11.00

10.76
1.23
0.00-11.00

7.91
2.02
0.00-10.00

7.99
1.77
1.36-10.00

10.22
2.14
0.00-11.00

10.50
1.64
1.00-11.00

3.29
0.32
2.50-4.00

3.31
0.31
2.50-4.00

Group2
(n2=104)

t-test
(df)

8.70
t(206)=-.16
1.19
(p=.87)
5.09-10.00

Potential
Range

0.00-10.00

D.SEL

Mean

SD
Range

10.97
t(206)=-1.72
0.22
(P=.08)
9.00-11.00
0.00-11.00

1lSES

Mean

SD
Range

7.82
t(179)=0.58
2.23
(P=.56)
0.00-10.00

0.00-10.00

~

Mean

SD
Range

9.94
t(179)=1.78
2.50
(P=.08)
0.00-11.00
0.00-11.00

~

Mean

SD
Range

1SAI

Mean

SD
Range

35.52
3.87
21-45

35.58
3.97
25-45

3.27
0.32
2.51-4.00
35.45
3.79
21-42

t(204)=0.90
(P=.37)
0.00-4.00
t(206)=0.25
(P=.80)
10-50

D'.Al

Mean

SD
Range

2.88
0.48
0.78-3.88

2.92
0.46
1.57-3.88

2.83
0.49
0.78-3.82

t(195)=1.35
(P=0.18)

2.85
0.42
1.25-3.77

2.91
0.40
1.87-3.77

2.78
0.43
1.25-3.60

t(194)=2.27
(P=.02)*

0.00-4.00

.EYA2
Mean

SD
Range

0.00-4.00
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As is evident, the chi-squares calculated on discrete variables and
the t-tests calculated on continuous variables indicated no significant
differences between the two groups on any variable except end of the
year GPA (FYA2). However, because of the number of significance tests
calculated, this one difference could easily be due to chance. Thus,
these results suggest that the original and the cross-validation groups
are fairly homogeneous and are valid as comparison groups.
HYPOTHESES TESTS
The first four hypotheses were tested first on n1, then crossvalidated on n2, by means of Pearson-Product Moment (PPMC) and Eta
Correlations to ascertain both the shape and strength of obtained
relationships. In the following discussion, each hypothesis is presented
separately.
Results Related to Hypothesis I
Hypothesis I stated that self-efficacy expectations would be
positively related to academic performance as measured by first and
second semester law school grade point average (FYAl and FYA2). The
first analysis tested for differences in product-moment and eta
coefficients obtained between self-efficacy and performance measures.
The results of these analyses, presented in Table 3, revealed no
significant differences between the two types of coefficients, suggesting
the relationships between self-efficacy and performance to be largely
linear (i.e., deviations from linearity as evidenced by the eta coefficients
are largely due to chance).
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Table 3.

Comparison of Pearson r and Eta Correlations
for Entire Sample, Group 1, and Group 2
with Performance <FYAl and FYA2)
FYAl

Total Sample (N=208)

r
.1196"'
(P=.047)

Eta
.4346
(P=.373)

Group 1 (n1=104)
Eta
r
.2299"'"'
.5303
(P=.011)
(P=.429)

TISEL

.1210"'
(P=.045)

.2410
(P=.035)

.2303"'"'"'
(P=.011)

.3548"'
(P=.057)

.1594"'
(P=.058)

.1628
(P=.371)

T2SES

.1902"'"'
(P=.005)

.6140
(P=.217)

.1911"'
(P=.036)

.7070
(P=.254)

.1850"'
(P=.039)

.6814
(P=.305)

T2SEL

.0729
(P=.165)

.2041
(P=.197)

.0558
(P=.302)

.3051
(P=.125)

.0642
(P=.272)

.2710
(P=.142)

UGPA

.1099
(P=.063)

.6460
(P=.479)

-.0505
(P=.312)

.7976
(P=.427)

.2427"'"'"'
(P=.008)

.7955
(P=.400)

LSAT

.3691"'"'"'
(P=.000)

.4926
(P=.093)

.3092"'"'"'
(P=.001)

.4931
(P=.246)

.4259"'"'"'
(P=.000)

.6562 ......
(P=.005)

TISES

.0965
(P=.089)

.4174
(P=.417)

.2136"'
(P=.017)

.5075
(P=.459)

.0423
(P=.340)

.5354
(P=.228)

TISEL

.1373"'
(P=.027)

.2303
(P=.074)

.2763"'"'
(P=.003)

.3300
(P=.252)

.1981"'
(P=.025)

.1985
(P=.451)

T2SES

.2017"'"'
(P=.003)

.6319
(P=.144)

.1747"'
(P=.051)

.7501
(P=.095)

.2143"'
(P=.020)

.6792
(P=.330)

T2SEL

.0948
(P=.102)

.1922
(P=.379)

.0711
(P=.254)

.2791
(P=.194)

.0769
(P=.233)

.2231
(P=.282)

UGPA

.1537"'
(P=.016)

.7106
(P=.277)

.0558
(P=.293)

.8440
(P=.240)

.2263"'"'
(P=.013)

.7993
(P=.395)

LSAT

.3785"'......
(P=.000)

.4847
(P=.175)

.3263"'"'"'
(P=.000)

.5182
(P=.181)

.4308"'"'"'
(P=.000)

6222"'
(P=.038)

TISES

Group 2 (n2=104)
r
Eta
.0120
.5385
(P=.453)
(P=.237)

FYA2

...

......

.........

p< .05
p< .01
p< .001

56

Tests of the main hypothesis on n1, using the product-moment
correlations, revealed significant self-efficacy and performance
relationships for all but the Time 2, Self-Efficacy Level index (T2SEL).
Upon cross-validation in n2, two of the four self-efficacy measures
continued to show significant relationship with FYAl and FYA2. Selfefficacy level assessed at Orientation (TlSEL) predicted grade point at
both the end of the first (FYAl) and second (FYA2) semesters in both
samples, while the strength index (T2SES) obtained at the end of the
first semester predicted both concurrent (FYAl) and future (FYA2)
performances in both samples.
As mentioned in Chapter III, the "true" (i.e., population)
relationship between self-efficacy and performance may be estimated
from obtained correlations by using the full sample correlations and
mean correlations obtained from n1 and n2 to place upper and lower
bounds around the obtained correlations. Focusing only on the selfefficacy and performance correlations that emerged as significant upon
initial testing and cross-validation, the "true" population relationship
between self-efficacy level assessed at Orientation (TlSEL) and grades at
the end of the first semester (FYAl) is likely to be between .12 and .20,
and its relationship with grades at the end of the second semester
(FYA2) of law school is likely to be between .13 and .24. The best
population estimates of the relationship between self-efficacy strength
assessed at the end of the first semester (T2SES) and concurrent (FYAl)
and future (FYA2) performance are .19 and .20, respectively.
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Based on these results, the first hypothesis (i.e., there is a
positive relationship between self-efficacy and academic performance
of first year law students) was supported with self-efficacy accounting
for between 1% and 6% of the variance in law school grades.
Results Related to Hypothesis II
Hypothesis II stated that self-efficacy expectations would be
positively related to persistence. Persistence is assessed by second year
enrollment of students in the law school (SYE).
The first analysis tested for differences in Pearson productmoment and eta coefficients obtained between self-efficacy and
persistence measures. The results of these analyses, presented in Table
4, revealed no significant differences between the two types of
coefficients, suggesting the relationships between self-efficacy and
persistence to be largely linear (i.e. deviations from linearity as
evidenced by the significant eta coefficients are largely due to chance).
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Table 4
Comparison of Pearson r and Eta Correlations

for Entire Sample. Group 1. and Group 2
with Persistence (SYE)

Total Sample
(N=208)

SYB

I

Eta

Group 1 (n1 =104)
I

Eta

Group 2 (n2=104)
I

Eta

TlSES

-.0210
.1747
-.0272
.1929
-.0845
.2008
(p=.382) (p=.147) (p=.392) (p=.295) (p=.197) (p=.326)

TlSEL

-.0375
(p=.295)

-.0484
.0556
(p=.494) (p=.313)

.0714
(p=.496)

-.0328
(p=.370)

.0346
(p=.456)

T2SES

0.0
(p=99.0)

0.0
(p=99.0)

0.0
(p=99.0)

0.0
(p=99.0)

0.0
(p=99.0)

T2SEL

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
(p=99.0) (p=99.0) (p=99.0) (p=99.0) (p=99.0) (p=99.0)

UGPA

.0649
(p=.177)

LSAT

-.0628
.1127
-.0363
(p=.184) (p=.351) (p=.357)

* p<.05
** p<.01
***p<.001

.0986
(p=.395)

0.0
(p=99.0)

.0360
(p=.359)

.2149
(p=.103)

.0928
(p=.176)

.1462
(p=.404)

.1105
-.0906
(p=.403) (p=.180)

.1736
(p=.292)
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As summarized in Table 4, two SE measures, Time 1 Self-efficacy
Strength (TlSES) and Time 1 Self-efficacy Level (T1SEL), appeared to be
negatively correlated with attrition in the original group (n1: r=-.0272
and -.0484 respectively) and was supported in the cross-validation
group (nz: r=-.0845 and -.0328). The results in the full sample (N)
further confirmed this finding (r=-.0210 and .-0375 respectively). These
correlations, however, did not reach the traditional levels of statistical
significance. Therefore, Hypothesis II was not confirmed in this study,
possibly due to methodological artifacts associated with range
restriction on the persistence variable (i.e. only 6% of the total sample
dropped out).
Results Related to Hypothesis III
Hypothesis III stated that aptitude (UGPA, LSAT) would be
positively related to performance (FYA1, FYA2).
The differences in Pearson product-moment and eta coefficients
between aptitude (LSAT, UGPA) and performance measures (FYA1 and
FYA2) were first analyzed. The results of these analyses, presented in
Table 3, revealed no significant differences between the two types of
coefficients, suggesting the relationships between aptitude and
performance to be largely linear.
In analyzing the data on aptitude, it was found (somewhat
surprisingly) that LSAT scores and UGPA were negatively correlated
but statistically unrelated (r=-.0978 for N; r=-.1098 for nl; r=-.0893 for
n2). Therefore, these two variables could not be combined to form a
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composite aptitude index, but rather had to be considered separately in
calculating correlations with other variables.
As summarized on Table 3, LSAT correlated positively and
significantly with first and second semester grades in both original and
cross-validation samples and in the total sample. Population estimates
of the relationship between LSAT scores and first semester and second
semester grades fall close to .37 and .38 respectively. Thus, it appears
that LSAT scores accounted for approximately 13% to 14% of variance
in law school grades as compared to the 1% to 6% variance accounted
for by self-efficacy estimates.
In regard to the correlation between UGP A and performance, the
results presented in Table 3 showed no significant cross-validated (i.e.
replicated) relationships between UGPA and law school grades.
In summary, it can be stated that the LSAT correlated
significantly and positively with academic performance (FYAl and
FYA2) in all samples, whereas UGP A showed no replicable
relationships with law school grades. Based on these results,
Hypothesis Ill which stated that there is a positive correlation between
aptitude (UGPA, LSAT) and performance (FYAl, FYA2) is therefore
fully supported for LSAT but not supported for UGPA.
Results Related to Hypothesis IV
Hypothesis IV stated that aptitude (UGPA, LSAT) will be
positively related to persistence (SYE).
Pearson product-moment and eta correlations were first
obtained between aptitude (LSAT, UGPA) and persistence (SYE) and

61

then analyzed for differences. The results of these analyses, presented
in Table 4, revealed no significant differences between the two types of
coefficients, suggesting the relationships between aptitude and
persistence to be largely linear (i.e., deviations from linearity as
evidenced by the significant eta coefficients are largely due to chance).

It is evident (see Table 4) that no significant relationships
emerged between either LSAT or UGPA and persistence. Thus, as with
Hypothesis II, in which self-efficacy was used as a predictor of
persistence, Hypothesis IV is not confirmed (i.e., there appears to be no
relationship between the aptitude indices used in this study and
attrition in law school).
Results Related to Hypothesis V
Hypothesis V states that a combination of self-efficacy and
aptitude would predict performance better than either self-efficacy or
aptitude individually.
Results obtained from the 16 hierarchical multiple regressions
used to test this hypothesis (see Chapter III) as displayed in Tables
5,6,7,8,9 and 10, revealed that only the LSAT aptitude variable made
significant and replicated contributions to the prediction of first (FYAl)
and second (FYA2) semester law school grades. In no case did the selfefficacy measures account for significant amounts of additional
variance over and above that accounted for by LSAT (see
nonsignificant R2 changes for the self-efficacy measures in Tables
5,6,7,8,9,10).
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Further, UGPA as an aptitude index did not appear to predict
consistently (i.e., in both original and cross-validation samples) FYAl
and FYA2, nor did the combination of UGP A and self-efficacy measures
fare well as replicable predictors of performance.
In summary, although both LSAT and self-efficacy revealed
significant univariate correlations with performance indices (see tests
of hypothesis I and III), self-efficacy did not add to the multivariate
prediction after the influence of LSAT was accounted for (i.e., selfefficacy did not contribute significantly to the prediction of
performance beyond the predictive power of LSAT).
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Table 5
Multiple Regressions
Predicting First Semester Grades (FYAt>
From LSAT. Undergraduate GP A (UGPA).
And Timel Self-Efficacy Strength (TlSES)
FYAl

R

Total Sample (N=208}
LSAT
TlSES
LSATxTlSES

R2

R2CH

FCH

BETA

.3293
.3302
.3311

.1084
.1090
.1096

.1084
.0006
.0006

21.525***
.115
.125

.3293
.0241
.2976

UGPA
TlSES
UGPAxTlSES

.1454
.1515
.1534

.0212
.0230
.0235

.0212
.0018
.0006

3.824*
.327
.100

.1454
.0426
-.2615

Group I <n1.=.liMl
LSAT
TlSES
LSATxTlSES

.2550
.2712
.3038

.0650
.0735
.0923

.0650
.0085
.0188

5.981**
.781
1.738

.2550
.0926
1.4942

UGPA
TlSES
UGPAxTlSES

.0069
.1129
.1156

.0000
.0735
.0923

.0000
.0127
.0188

5.981**
.781
1.738

.2550
.0926
1.4942

Group II <ni=t04)
LSAT
TlSES
LSATxTlSES

.3872
.3893
.3976

.1500
.1516
.1581

.1500
.0016
.0065

15.700***
.169
.671

.000
.682
.415

UGPA
TlSES
UGPAxTlSES

.2584
.2589
.2590

.0668
.0670
.0671

.0668
.0003
.0000

6.366**
.026
.003

.2584
-.0168
.0707

*
**
***

p<.05
p<.01
p<.001
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Table 6

Multiple Regressions
Predicting Second Semester Grades (FYA2)
From LSAT. Undergraduate GPA (UGPA).
And Time2 Self-Efficacy Strength (T2SES)
R

R2

R2CH

.3329
.3486
.3618

.1108
.1215
.1309

.1108
.0107
.0094

22.058*** .3329
.1048
2.145
1.896
-.8740

.1820
.2461
.2684

.0331
.0606
.0720

.0331
.0274
.0115

6.067*** .1820
.1659
5.134*
2.165
1.1287

LSAT
T2SES
LSATxT2SES

.2587
.2790
.2790

.0669
.0778
.0779

.0669
.0109
.0000

6.168**
1.005
.003

.2587
.1046
-.0697

UGPA
T2SES
UGPAxT2SES

.0991
.1563
.2940

.0098
.0244
.0865

.0098
.0146
.0620

.853
1.273
5.705**

.0991
.1209
3.0197

LSAT
T2SES
LSATxT2SES

.3884
.3977
.4203

.1509
.1582
.1767

.1509
.0073
.0185

UGPA
T2SES
UGPAxT2SES

.2429
.3115
.3126

.0590
.0970
.0977

.0590
.0380
.0007

FYA2
Total Sample (N=208)
LSAT
T2SES
LSATxT2SES
UGPA
T2SES
UGPAxT2SES

FCH

BETA

Group I Cn1=104)

Group II (nz=104)

*
**
***

p<.05
p<.01
p<.001

15.813*** .3884
.765
.0878
-1.1639
1.953
5.580*
3.705*
.067

.2429
.1959
.2595
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Table 7
Multiple Regressions

Predicting First Semester Grades (FYAt>
From LSAT, Undergraduate GPA (UGPA),
And Timel Self-Efficacy Level (TlSEL)
FYAl

R

R2

R2CH

.3293
.3293
.3322

.1084
.1084
.1104

.1084
.0000
.0020

UGPA
TlSEL
UGPAxTlSEL

.1454
.1464
.1718

.0212
.0214
.0295

.0212
.0003
.0081

3.824*
.051
1.456

Group I <n1=100
LSAT
TlSEL
LSATxTlSEL

.2550
.2742
.2653

.0650
.0698
.0704

.0650
.0048
.0006

5.981 **
.437
.052

.2550
.0917
.2542

UGPA
TlSEL
UGPAxTlSEL

.0069
.0937
.1202

.0000
.0088
.0145

.0000
.0087
.0057

.004
.748
.485

.0991
-.0106
.2034

Group II (n_2=10i}
LSAT
TlSEL
LSATxTlSEL

.3872
.4024
.4024

.1500
.1619
.1620

.1500
.0120
.0001

.2584
.2984

.0668
.0891

.0668
.0223

Total Sample (N=208}
LSAT
TlSEL
LSATxTlSEL

UGPA
TlSEL
UGPAxTlSEL

*
**
***

p<.05
p<.01
p<.001

FCH

BETA

21.525*** .3293
.000
.0008
-.7862
.385
.1454
-.0171
-1.8505

15.700*** .3872
1.256
-.1105
.005
.3890
6.366*
2.156

(Tolerance 1.00-04 limits reached.
No variables entered for this block)

.2584
-.1496
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Table 8

Multiple Regressions
Predicting Second Semester Grades CFYA2)
From LSAT. Undergraduate GPA CUGP A).
And Time2 Self-Efficacy Level (T2SEU
FYA2

R

R2

R2CH

.3329
.3358
.3386

.1108
.1128
1147

.1108
.0020
.0019

22.058***
.389
.375

.3329
.0443
.5366

.1820
.1821
.1826

.0331
.0332
.0333

.0331
.0000
.0002

6.067**
.004
.030

.1820
.0049
.1419

LSAT
T2SEL
LSATxT2SEL

.2587
.2612
.3441

.0669
.0682
.1184

.0669
.0013
.0502

6.168**
.120
4.782*

.2587
.0365
5.6164

UGPA
T2SEL
UGPAxT2SEL

.0991
.0996
.1006

.0098
.0099
.0101

.0098
.0001
.0001

.853
.009
.012

.0991
-.0106
.2034

LSAT
T2SEL
LSATxT2SEL

.3884
.3885
.3894

.1509
.1510
.1516

.1509
.0001
.0006

15.813***
.009
.066

.3884
.0096
.2660

UGPA
T2SEL
UGPAxT2SEL

.2429
.2446
.2472

.0590
.0598
.0611

.0590
.0008
.0013

5.580*
.076
.119

.2429
-.2292
.3562

TQtal Sample (N =208)
LSAT
T2SEL
LSATxT2SEL

UGPA
T2SEL
UGPAxT2SEL

FCH

BETA

Group I <01=104)

G:roup II <ni=t04)

*
**
***

p<.05
p<.01
p<.001
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Table 9
Multiple Regressions

Predicting Second Semester Grades CFYA2)
From LSAT. Undergraduate GPA (UGPA),
And Timel Self-Efficacy Strength (TlSES)
R

R2

R2CH

FCH

BETA

LSAT
TlSES
LSATxTlSES

.3329
.3330
.3335

.1108
.1109
.1112

.1108
.0000
.0003

22.058***
.009
.069

.3329
-.0067
.2205

UGPA
TlSES
UGPAxTlSES

.1820
.1826
.1838

.0331
.0333
.0338

.0331
.0002
.0005

6.067**
.035
.082

.1820
.0139
-.2353

LSAT
TlSES
LSATxTlSES

.2587
.2619
.3001

.0669
.0686
.0901

.0669
.0017
.0215

6.168**
.154
1.981

.2587
.0412
1.5969

UGPA
TlSES
UGPAxTlSES

.0991
.1163
.1228

.0098
.0135
.0151

.0098
.0037
.0016

.853
.320
.132

.0991
.0609
-.4157

LSAT
TlSES
LSATxTlSES

.3884
.3924
.4090

.1509
.1540
.1673

.1509
.0031
.0133

UGPA
TlSES
UGPAxTlSES

.2429
.2453
.2453

.0590
.0602
.0602

.0590
.0012
.0000

FYA2
Total Sample (N=20S)

Group I (n1=1Q4)

Group II <n2=104)

.
......

....

p<.05
p<.01
p<.001

15.813***
.3884
.327
-.0560
1.389
-1.5705
5.580*
.111
.000

.2429
-.0347
.0079
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Table 10

Multiple Regressions
Predicting First Semester Grades (FYAt)
From LSAT, Undergraduate GPA (UGPA),
And Time2 Self-Efficacy Strength (T2SES)
FYA1

R

R2

R2CH

.3293
.3428
.3631

.1084
.1175
.1319

.1084
.0091
.0144

.1454
.2123
.2347

.0212
.0451
.0551

.0212
.0239
.0100

3.824*
4.407*
1.859

.1454
.1549
1.0554

LSAT
T2SES
LSATxT2SES

.2550
.2880
.2904

.0650
.0829
.0844

.0650
.0179
.0014

5.981*
1.660
.131

.2550
.1341
.4637

UGPA
T2SES
UGPAxT2SES

.0069
.1486
.2461

.0000
.0221
.0605

.0000
.0220
.0385

.004
1.915
3.440

.0069
.1485
2.3777

LSAT
T2SES
LSATxT2SES

.3872
.3908
.4503

.1500
.1527
.2027

.1500
.0028
.0500

UGPA
T2SES
UGPAxT2SES

.2584
.3060
.3116

.0668
.0937
.0971

.0668
.0269
.0035

Total Sample (N=2QB)
LSAT
T2SES
LSATxT2SES
UGPA
T2SES
UGPAxT2SES

FCH

BETA

21.525*** .3293
1.809
.0964
-1.0793
2.894

Group I <n1=tQ4)

Group II <n,2=104}

*
**
***

p<.05
p<.01
p<.001

15.700*** .3872
.288
.0540
-1.9147
5.458
6.366**
2.612
.333

.2584
.1648
.5789
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Thus, Hypothesis V (i.e., that a combination of self-efficacy and
aptitude would predict performance better than either self-efficacy or
aptitude individually) was not supported in this study.
Results Related to Hypothesis VI
Hypothesis VI stated that a combination of self-efficacy and
aptitude would predict persistence (SYE) better than either self-efficacy
or aptitude individually.
Because of the low attrition rate (6%), it was not possible to
conduct a regression analysis of persistence. Thus, hypothesis VI (i.e., a
combination of self-efficacy and aptitude would predict persistence
(SYE) better than either self-efficacy or aptitude individually) was not
supported in this study.
Results Relating to Research Question
A primary research question addressed in this study asked
whether the performance of persons with unrealistically low efficacy
expectations (i.e., high tested aptitude, but low efficacy expectations)
would be hindered and/ or whether the performance of persons with
unrealistically high efficacy expectations (i.e., lower total aptitudes, but
high efficacy expectations) would be enhanced (i.e., what is the effect on
performance of incongruent aptitudes and efficacy expectations).
As described in Chapter Ill, the answer to this question was
sought by creating product (interaction) terms between self-efficacy and
aptitude variables and then entering the relevant interaction term last
into the hierarchical multiple regressions used to test hypothesis V. If
the interaction term was found to contribute significant increases in
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explained variance in performance after the combined influence of
aptitude and efficacy was accounted for, this finding would suggest that
self-efficacy influences performance differently for persons of varying
levels of aptitude.
However, as displayed in Tables 5,6,7,8,9 and 10, no significant
interaction was revealed consistently (i.e., across both original and
cross-validation samples) in these analyses. Thus, it does not appear
that self-efficacy moderates the effects of aptitude on law school
performance (i.e., high self-efficacy does not appear to facilitate to a
statistically significant degree the performance of persons in the low
range of tested law school aptitude nor does low self-efficacy seem to
lower the performance of persons in the high range of law school
aptitude.
Finally, demographic data were explored in n1, to identify
potentially important moderators of the relationship between selfefficacy and performance. Identified moderators were then tested for
their moderating effects in n2 to ascertain whether the results obtained
in n1 were sample specific or generalizable across samples (and,
therefore, reliable).
In order to identify potential moderators, a series of hierarchical

multiple regressions were run in n1 (one regression for each
demographic variable and self-efficacy measure) to predict first (FYAl)
and second (FYA2) semester law school grades. In all analyses, the
demographic variable was entered first and then followed (in order) by
the self-efficacy measure and the demographic variable x self-efficacy
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measure product term.

Demographic variables showing significant

interactions with self-efficacy (i.e., the product term demonstrated
significant increments in explained variance) in the form of multiple
regressions were then repeated in n2 to see if the significant
interactions would replicate. Table 12 displays the results for the crossvalidated regression analyses for those demographic variables showing
significant interactions with self-efficacy on performance in n1. As is
evident, two of the five demographic variables yielded reliable (i.e.,
cross-sample consistent interactions).
Figures 1 and 2 contain plots of these interactions. For race,
Figure 1 reveals rather dramatically that non-Caucasian law students'
self-efficacy strength expectations obtained at the end of their first
semester of law school have a strong relationship to their grades at the
end of their first year in law school. Non-Caucasians with low efficacy
expectations at the end of their first semester in law school received
significantly lower end-of-the-year grades than their non-Caucasian
counterparts with high efficacy expectations. The strength of Caucasian
students' efficacy expectations, however, seemed to be unrelated to
their end-of-the-year grades. Thus it may be hypothesized for future
research that the strength of the self-efficacy expectations that nonCaucasian law students develop by the end of their first semester in law
school can facilitate or hinder their performance by the end of their
first year of law school. The performance of Caucasian students seem,
however, to be unaffected by their efficacy expectations.
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Figure 2 reveals that the end-of-the-year performance of social
science and humanities students seems to be unrelated to their efficacy
expectations, but that the end of the year performance of science, math
and business majors is related significantly to the efficacy expectations
they develop by the end of their first semester of law school.
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Table 11
Multiple Regression of FYA1 and FYA2
with Demographic Variables, Self-efficacy Measures,
and Their Interactions for the Total Sample (N)l

Total Sam12le (N=208)
FYA1
R
Sex
.0663
TISES
.1322
SexxTtSES
.2190

R2
.0044
.0175
.0480

R2CH
.0044
.0131
.0305

FCH
.799
2.396
5.735**

BETA
-.0663
.1141
-.0775

Race
TISES
RacexTtSES

.1839
.2164
.2206

.0338
.0468
.0487

.0338
.0130
.0018

6.338**
2.457
.342*

.1839
.1141
-.5152

FYA2
Sex
T2SES
SexxT2SES

.0110
.1604
.1931

.0001
.0257
.0373

.0001
.0256
.0116

.020
4.336*
.162

-.0110
.1602
-.4518

Race
T2SES
RacexT2SES

.1726
.2338
.3264

.0298
.0570
.1066

.0298
.0272
.0495

5.096*
4.765*
9.093**

.1726
.1651
-.9731

Undergrad.Majors
T2SES
U.M. xT2SES

.0509
.1681
.2628

.0026
.0282
.0690

.0026
.0257
.0408

.512
4.356*
7.188**

.0509
.1602
.8471

lon1y those Interactions showing significant F changes are
included in Table 11.
p<.05
* * p<.01
*** p<.001

*
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Table 12
Multiple Regression of FYA1 and FYA2
with Demographic Variables, Self-efficacy Measures
and Their Interactions for the Original Group (n1)
and Cross-Validation Group (n2)
~

MULTR

RSQ

RSQCH

ECH

n1

n2

n1

n2

n1

.0176
.2412
.3222

.3710
.3712
.3812

.0003
.0582
.1038

.1376
.1378
.1453

.0003
.0578
.0456

.1376 .028
.0001 5.045
.0075 4.429"'

Age
T2SES
AgexT2SES

.1550
.2320
.3437

.1490
.1996
.2084

.0240
.0538
.1181

.0222
.0398
.0434

.0240
.0298
.0643

.0222 1.969
.0176 2.486
.0036 5.691"'

1.908
1.525
.307

Marital Status
T2SES
M.S.xT2SES

.0541
.1887
.2812

.2529
.2927
.2928

.0029
.0350
.0791

.0640
.0857
.0857

.0029
.0321
.0441

.0641 .235
.0217 2.626
.0001 3.731"'

5.739"'
1.973
.005

Race
T2SES
RacexT2SES

.0358
.1838
.3171

.3672
.3993
.4492

.0013
.0338
.1105

.1349
.1595
.2017

.0013
.0325
.0668

.1349 .103
13.093"'"'"'
.0246 2.656
2.429
.0423 5.790"'"' 4.344"'

Undergrad.Major

.0632
.1900
.2895

.1295
.1917
.2818

.0040
.0361
.0838

.0168
.0367
.0794

.0040
.0321
.0477

.0168 .321
.0200 2.632
.0426 4.061"'

n2

n1

n2

FYA1
Race
TI.SES
RacexTI.SES

14.366"'0
.012
.774

FYA2

T2SES
U.M.xT2SES

,.

p<.05
p<.01
**
*** p<.001

1.432
1.722
3.799"'

GRAPHIC DISPLAY OF SIGNIFICANT INTERACTION BETWEEN RACE AND TIME2 SELF
EFFICACY (T2SES) ON SECOND SEMESTER GRADES (FYA2) - ORIGINAL GROUP (N1=89)
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SUMMARY
This chapter provided a detailed analysis of the results of this
study. First, psychometric characteristics of the self-efficacy measures
were examined and the four self-efficacy measures were found to be
internally consistent and reliable.
Because of the double-split cross-validation design used in this study,
the original (n1) and cross-validation (n2) groups were compared by
means of chi-square and t-tests on all demographic, independent and
dependent variables. The results suggested that the two samples were
fairly homogeneous and valid as comparison groups.
The first four hypotheses were tested first on n1, then crossvalidated on n2, by means of Pearson-Product Moment (PPMC) and Eta
Correlations to ascertain both the shape and strength of obtained
relationships. Although significant eta coefficients were obtained for
some SE measures, they were not significantly larger than their
corresponding product moment correlations.

Thus, the deviations

from linearity suggested by the significant eta coefficients were
considered to be largely due to chance.
Hypothesis I, which stated that self-efficacy expectations would
be positively related to academic performance (FYAl and FYA2), was
supported in this study.

By using the Pearson product-moment

correlations, significant self-efficacy and performance relationships for
all but the Time 2 Self-efficacy Level index (TISEL) were obtained. The
results were replicated in the cross-validation group as well as the full
sample.
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Hypothesis II, which stated that self-efficacy expectations would
be positively related to persistence (SYE), was not confirmed in this
study.

The SE measures appeared to be negatively correlated with

attrition in both n1 and n2, as well as the full sample (N).

These

correlations, however, did not reach the traditional levels of statistical
significance, and therefore, would not be considered valid.
Hypothesis III, which stated that aptitude (UGPA and LSAT)
would be positively related to performance (FYAl, FYA2), was partially
supported in this study. It was found that LSAT scores and UGPA were
statistically unrelated and negatively correlated. They were therefore
considered separately in calculating correlations with other variables.
As a result, LSAT was found to be correlated significantly and
positively with FYAl and FYA2, whereas UGPA showed no significant
relationships with law school grades.
Hypothesis IV, which stated that aptitude (UGPA, LSAT) would
be positively related to persistence (SYE), was not supported in this
study as no significant relationships emerged between either LSAT or
UGPA and persistence.
The fifth and sixth hypotheses, which stated that a combination
of self-efficacy and aptitude would predict performance (Hypothesis V)
and persistence (Hypothesis VI) better than either self-efficacy or
aptitude individually, were not confirmed in this study.
The question of whether students with unrealistic efficacy
expectations performed and persisted differently than did those with
realistic expectations was tested by means of hierarchical multiple
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regression. Results indicated that unrealistically high or low selfefficacy expectations did not appear to affect the performance of
students in this study.
Finally, demographic data were explored to identify potentially
important moderators of the relationships obtained between selfefficacy and performance. Age, Sex and Marital Status appeared to
have significant interaction effects with SE in n1, but these interactions
were not confirmed in n2 (See Tables 11, 12). Race and Undergraduate
Major were two variables that showed significant interaction effects
with SE measures on performance. In the Race category, high and low
SE Caucasians did not show significant differences in their
performance in first year law school. Whereas non-Caucasians with
high efficacy performed significantly better than low efficacy nonCaucasians. In the Undergraduate Major category, self-efficacy did not
relate to performance in the Social Science and Humanities majors
group.

However, in the Science, Math and Business majors group,

high self-efficacy did appear to boost performance of students much
above the performance of low self-efficacy students. These interactions
were replicated in the cross-validation group and full sample.

CHAPTERV

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether the
variables of self-efficacy and academic aptitude (as measured by
undergraduate GPA and LSAT scores) independently or collectively
relate to academic performance and persistence of first-year law
students. The present study was designed to replicate and extend the
findings of the three studies by Lent, Brown and Larkin (1984, 1985,
1987) and in effect, to further validate Bandura's self-efficacy theory.
In this chapter, results relating to each hypothesis will be
discussed,

conclusions

drawn,

limitations

noted,

and

recommendations suggested.
DISCUSSION
Discussion Relating to Hypothesis I.
This study demonstrated a significant positive correlation
between self-efficacy and academic performance in first year law school,
thereby supporting the first hypothesis. Both strength and level of selfefficacy for law school course requirements were generally related to
academic outcomes i.e., first semester and second semester grade point
averages (FYAl and FYA2).
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Students reporting relatively high self-efficacy-strength ratings (SES)
regarding their ability to complete first year courses achieved higher
grade point averages in both first and second semesters of law school
than did those with relatively low ratings.
Reports were generally similar for those reporting high versus
low ratings on the self-efficacy-level (SEL) scale, although the results
were not as significant and consistent. According to Betz and Hackett
(1981), the level of self-efficacy expectations refers to the degree of
difficulty of the tasks the individual feels capable of attempting and is
postulated to influence the kinds of behaviors attempted and avoided.
Since all the students in this study had already made the decision to
attend rather than avoid law school, it follows that self-efficacy - level
measures may not be as relevant to them at this stage.
These results are consistent with those reported by Lent, Brown
and Larkin (1984) in their study dealing with engineering students'
academic performance. Since this study was conducted with a much
larger sample size (208 vs. 42) and employed a double-split crossvalidation design, its results may be considered more reliable.
Discussion Relating to Hypothesis II.
This study demonstrated a negative correlation between selfefficacy and persistence in first year law school, thereby confirming the
direction of the second hypothesis, which stated that self-efficacy would
be negatively correlated with attrition. This correlation, however, did
not reach a statistically significant level possibly due to the
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methodological artifacts associated with range restriction on the
persistence variable (attrition rate was only 6% of the total sample).
According to Betz and Hackett, the strength of self-efficacy
expectations refers to the person's confidence in his or her capability
and is postulated to influence persistence of behavior when
disconfirming or dissuading experiences are confronted.
One possible reason for the low attrition rate at Loyola
University law school could be due to the fact that majority of the
students admitted were high achievers (mean FYA1=2.89, SD=.48;
mean FYA2=2.85, SD=.42).

The numbers of students whose

cumulative GPA's fell below the passing grade of 2.00 were 9 (FYAl)
and 5 (FYA2). Since disconfirming and dissuading experiences (failing
FYA's) had not been confronted by majority of the students, persistence
may have remained high and attrition rate low.
Hypothesis II, therefore, failed to replicate the study of Lent et al
(1984), which reported significant correlations between self-efficacy
ratings and persistence in the technical college for four quarters.
Discussion Relating to Hypothesis III.
An unexpected result that emerged from the analyses of this
hypothesis was the negative correlation between LSAT scores and
UGPA of the subjects in this study. These two aptitude measures,
therefore, could not be combined to form a composite index, but rather
had to be considered separately in calculating corre-lations with other
variables.
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The results indicated that LSAT correlated significantly and
consistently with academic performance (FYAl and FYA2) in both
original and cross-validation samples as well as the total sample. In
fact, LSAT proved to be the single most effective predictor of academic
performance in first year law school. This finding is consistent with
most of the literature dealing with traditional predictors of law school
academic performance (See Chapter II).
In contrast, UGP A appeared to have no replicable relationships
with law school grades. The results of the correlation between UGPA
and FYAl and FYA2 were generally inconsistent and cross-validated.
This finding can be attributed to the fact that undergraduate courses, in
general, bear little similarities to law courses. Therefore, performance
in undergraduate work does not necessarily predict performance in law
school. This finding is supported by some of the studies on traditional
predictors of law school performance (See Chapter II).
Based on these results, it seems feasible for law school
administrators to reassess the efficacy of continuing usage of UGP A as
one of the main criteria for admissions of students into law schools.
Discussion Relating to Hypothesis IV.
This hypothesis investigated the relationship of aptitude (LSAT,
UGPA) to persistence in first year law school. As with Hypothesis II, in
which self-efficacy showed no significant correlation with persistence,
there appeared to be no significant relationship between the aptitude
indices used in this study and attrition in law school. This may largely
be due to the methodological artifacts associated with range restriction
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on the persistence variable (attrition rate was only 6% of the total
sample).
Nonetheless, this finding is in support of Miller's (1967) study
on relationship between Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and law school
success, which concluded that whereas the LSAT was a consistently
effective predictor of performance (FYA) in law school, it was unable to
predict whether or not a student was likely to drop out. Similarly,
UGP A also proved to have no significant correlation with persistence
(SYE).

Discussion Relating to Hypotheses V and VI.
These two hypotheses investigated whether a combination of
self-efficacy and aptitude data would predict performance better than
either self-efficacy or aptitude individually. More specifically, in these
hypotheses, the researcher sought to assess whether self-efficacy
contributed to the prediction of performance and persistence over and
above that contributed by aptitude (LSAT and UGPA). Thus, in the
hierarchical multiple regressions employed to test these hypotheses,
the self-efficacy indices were entered into the equation after LSAT. The
results failed to support either hypotheses, indicating no significant
increments in variance explained by self-efficacy over and above that
accounted for by LSAT. However, the low attrition rate may, once
again, have worked against significant findings in the prediction of
persistence.
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Discussion Relating to Research Question.
In order to investigate whether or not students displaying
unrealistic efficacy expectations performed and persisted differently
than did those who held realistic expectations, a Self-efficacy x LSAT
interaction term was created and entered last into the hierarchical
multiple regressions (i.e. after LSAT and SE had been entered) to assess
the interaction effects of self-efficacy on both high and low aptitude
groups.
Results of this analysis revealed no consistently (i.e. crossvalidated) significant interactions. Thus, in this sample, it does not
appear that mismatching efficacy expectations and aptitudes either
significantly promote or detract from performance.
Discussion Relating to Moderating Effects of Demographic Data.
This section of the study analyzed the demographic data to
identify possible moderators of the relationships obtained between selfefficacy and performance. A Self-efficacy x Demographic Variable term
was created and entered last into the hierarchical multiple regressions
(i.e. after the demographic variable and self-efficacy had been entered)
to determine the moderating effects of the demographic variables on
self-efficacy and academic performance relationships of the first-year
law students.
Of these categories, only two variables - race and majors showed consistently significant interactions with self-efficacy in both
original and cross-validation groups.

Race was found to be an

important moderator self-efficacy in relating to performance. In this
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category, SE had a much stronger relationship to academic performance
of minorities, whereas little difference in performance could be
discerned between high and low SE Caucasian students.
Similarly, (and somewhat unexpectedly) Undergraduate Major
was found to have an important moderating effect on self-efficacy in
relating to performance. Thus, SE appeared to have a stronger effect on
the performance of subjects with quantitatively-oriented majors
(science, math & business); whereas its effects were not noticeable on
subjects with verabally-oriented majors (social science & humanities).
Overall, self-efficacy seemed to show a stronger relationship to
performance on non-Caucasian students than on
Caucasian students. Also, the relationship between self-efficacy and
performance was found to be stronger among Science, Math and
Business (SMB) majors than among Social Science and Humanities
majors.
As a point of interest, it is noted that, although not crossvalidated, results in the full sample (N) showed three additional
demographic variables to have moderating effects on the relationship
between self-efficacy and performance. They were: Sex (SE had greater
effects on performance of females than males); Age (SE had greater
effects on performance of older than younger students); Marital Status
(SE had greater effects on performance of married, divorced and
widowed than on single students).
In general, self-efficacy appeared to have little relationship to the
performance of traditional law students, (i.e., male, Caucasian, young,
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single, majoring in a verbal-related area such as social science or
humanities). On the other hand, self-efficacy appeared to have stronger
relationship to the performance of non-traditional law students, (i.e.,
female, minority, older, married or divorced, majoring in a
quantitative area such as science, math or business, especially those
with lower LSAT scores.
Since non-traditional students did not exactly "fit the mold" of
the stereotype law student in a private, urban law school, they may
experience less certainty and confidence in their ability to succeed in
law school. Thus, the psychological construct of self-efficacy, when
combined with their aptitudes, could play a major role in influencing
their academic performance and persistence.
CONCLUSIONS
Based on the above results, it can be concluded that:
1. Significant positive relationships were found between self-efficacy

and academic performance in first year law school.
2. Significant positive relationships were found between aptitude (as
measured by LSAT but not by UGP A) and academic performance in
first year law school.

LSAT was found to be the best predictor of

academic performance in this study.
3. Self-efficacy did not contribute significantly to increase the predictive
power of LSAT in predicting academic performance.
No significant interactions were found between SE and LSAT or SE and
UGPA.
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4. Because of the unexpected low attrition rate (6%), findings relating
to persistence had shown weak to negligible results.
5. Some demographic variables were found to have moderating effects
on SE and performance relationships. Race and Undergraduate Majors
showed significant and consistent interactions with SE for both original
and cross-validation groups.
7. This study replicated the three studies by Lent, Brown & Larkin
(1984, 1986, 1987) in the performance area but not in the persistence
category.

It further expanded the research to explore the effects of

combining unrealistic SE (high and low) with aptitude (high and low)
but failed to obtain significant results.
8. In sum, this study further confirmed Bandura's self-efficacy theory
and demonstrated viable support for the application of self-efficacy as a
predictor of academic achievement, especially among "non-traditional"
law students.
LIMITATIONS
A major limitation of this study was the homogeneity of
students in the sample. Majority of the students were young,
Caucasian, single, Illinois residents, fulltime students in the Day
Division, with undergraduate majors in the social science areas.
Most were high achievers (mean UGPA=3.30, SD=.32; mean
LSAT=35.52. SD=3.9). Because of this lack of diversity, low variances
were obtained in many cases. The result is a potential underestimate of
actual relationships between variables.
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Another limitation was the low number of drop-outs. The 6%
attrition rate was too small and thus rendered findings relating to
persistence negligible and insignificant.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Given the above limitations, it is recommended that a follow-up
study be done on the same subjects each year until they graduate to
determine the full extent of the relationship between self-efficacy and
academic performance and persistence at Loyola University School of
Law. It is likely that the attrition rates might increase and the diversity
among students' self-efficacy and performance become more
pronounced as they progressed through law school.
Another recommendation is to replicate this study on first-year
law students in a larger state university with a more heterogenous
student body. This would alleviate the problem of low variance within
the sampled groups.
The findings relating to moderating effects of demographic
characteristics on self-efficacy and performance relationships appear to
have particular significant implications for counselors.

If it can be

shown consistently upon replication that high self-efficacy beliefs are
associated with improved performance of non-traditional students,
then counseling interventions could be employed and directed at
boosting the self-efficacy beliefs of low SE students in these groups.
Perhaps support groups, study groups or networks can be formed to
systematically modify and raise the self-efficacy beliefs of these
students, and in turn, to improve their performance in law school.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this study is to examine the relation of selfefficacy beliefs to students' performance and persistence in Law School at
Loyola University of Chicago.
This self-efficacy concept is derived from Bandura's self-efficacy theory
(1977, 1982), which argues that people have highly specific expectations (i.e.,
self-efficacy expectations) about their ability to perform specific behaviors.
This study is designed to investigate whether the variables of selfefficacy (SE) and academic aptitude (as measured by undergraduate GPA and
LSAT scores) independently or collectively influence academic performance
and persistence of first-year students at Loyola University School of Law. It
further explores the additional question of whether or not students displaying
unrealistic efficacy expectations perform and persist differently than do those
who hold realistic expectations.
Subjects were 208 first-year law students who volunteered to participate
in the study. A self-efficacy instrument was developed which includes an 11item self-efficacy measure generated from a list of required law courses. In
addition, a 12-item demographic information form was completed by the
participants.
A cross-validation design (Norman, 1965) was employed by randomly
dividing the total subject sample into two subgroups (n1 =n2=104). All data
were analyzed to test the major hypotheses and secondary research question
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on n1 and then cross-validated on n2. The hypotheses were tested and crossvalidated by means of Pearson-product Moment (PPMC) and Eta Correlations.
The research question was tested by means of cross-validated hierarchical
multiple regression analyses.

In addition, data were explored in n1 to

discover potentially important moderators of the relationships obtained
between self-efficacy and aptitude and the criterion measures of performance
and persistence.

These moderators were then tested for their moderating

effects on obtained correlates in n2.
Results indicate that there is a significant positive correlation between
self-efficacy and academic performance in first year law school. Significant
positive relationships were also found between aptitude (as measured by
LSAT but not by UGPA) and academic performance . Findings relating to
persistence had shown weak to negligible results.

Some demographic

variables, i.e., Race and Undergraduate Majors, were found to have
moderating effects on SE and performance relationships.
In sum, this study further confirmed Bandura's self-efficacy theory and
demonstrated viable support for the application of self-efficacy as a predictor
of academic achievement, especially among "non-traditional" law students.
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APPENDIX A
LAW COURSES QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: For each course listed below, please indicate
whether or not you feel you could successfully complete the course
requirements to pass the course - assuming you were motivated to
make your best effort. For each YES, indicate how SJJLJ:.. you are on
the IO-point scale.

OOURSES

Could you successfully
complete course
requirements?

If YES, How sure are

you?
CQmlll~t~l:y:
!.In rnr~

CQIDllkt~b
~

1. Contracts

Yes

No

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2. Civil Procedure

Yes

No

12345 6 7 8 9 10

3. Criminal Law

Yes

No

12345 6 7 8 9 10

4. Property

Yes

No

12345 6 7 8 9 10

5. Torts

Yes

No

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

6. Legal Writing/

Yes

No

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Legal Research
7. Constitutional
Law
8 Moot Court

Yes

No

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Yes

No

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

9. Evidence

Yes

No

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

10. Federal Tax

Yes

No

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11. Professional

Yes

No

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Responsibility
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

1.

Sex:
_ _Male
_ _Female

2.

Age:_ _

3.

Marital Status:
_Single
_Married
_Divorced
_Widowed
_Religious
_Other:. _ _ __
(Specify)

4.

Ethnic Background:
_Native American
_Asian American
_Black American
_Caucasian
_Hispanic
_Other:. _ _ _ __
(Specify)

5.

State of Residence:

6.

Family member(s) with law
degree (Check all that apply):
_Father
_Mother
_Brother
_Sister
_Spouse
_Son
_Daughter
_Other_ _ _ __
(Specify)

7.

Birth Order
(Check all that apply):
1st
_Oldest
_2nd
_Youngest
_3rd
_Only child
_Other_ _ _ __
(Specify)

8.

Division:
_ _Day
__Evening

9.

Undergraduate major:

10. Degree(s) received:
_BA, BS, BBA, BSW, BSN
_MA, MS, MBA, MSW, MEd
_PhD, EdD, PsyD
_MD,DDS
_Other- - - - - (Specify)
11. Most important reason for
entering Law School:
(Check only one)
_Intellectual stimulation
_Interest in law
_Professional training
_Desire for social change
_Expected financial rewards
_Prestige of profession
_Service to underprivileged
_Family encouragement
_Desire to argue and debate
_Become a politician
_Work in government careers
_Work in legal education
_Go intobusiness
_Dissatisfaction with previous
career choice
_Uncertain, lack of other vocational choice
_Other_ _ _ _ _ _ __
(Specify)
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CONSENT FORM
Project Title:

Self-efficacy and Academic Performance

Researcher:

Lily Adams

Pur_pose and :procedure:
This study is concerned with exploring the contributions of academic self-confidence and
academic aptitude to performance in law school.
If you decide to participate in the study, you will first be asked to give your permission
for me to obtain your undergraduate GPA and LSAT scores from the Law School Admissions
Office, and your first year cumulative GPA from the Law School Registrar's Office. The
permission form is attached.

Second, you will be asked to fill out one questionnaire today; and then again at the end
of your first semester in law school. The questionnaire will be mailed to you at that time.
Please be assured that your name will mt_ be associated in any way with the research
findings and that no one at Loyola University School of Law will have access to your
questionnaire responses.
In order to mail the questionnaire to you at the end of the first semester and to locate
your GPAs and LSAT scores, you will be asked to provide your social security number, name, and
mailing address on a separate sheet of paper that will be detached from the questionnaire
when you tum it in to me today. This sheet will be kept in a locked file drawer in my private
office and will be available only to me.
Your participation is solicited, but strictly voluntary. If you agree to participate now,
you are free to withdraw at any time without prejudice.
Although you personally will probably receive little or no benefit from the study, it is
hoped that the results of the study will be beneficial to future law students at Loyola and
elsewhere. There are no known personal dangers or risks in the study.
If you have any questions about the study, please don't hesitate to ask me.

I have read the above description of the project and I hereby consent to participate in
the project.
Date

Signature
Please Print Your Name Here
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Statement Authorizing Administrative Release of
Student's LSAT Score, Undergraduate Cumulative GP A
and First-Year Law School's Cumulative GPA

Subject to the conditions set out below, I authorize the administration
of Loyola University School of Law to release my LSAT score, undergraduate
cumulative Grade Point Average (UGPA), and my first-year's cumulative
Grade Point Average (GPA) in the School of Law to Lily Adams for research
purposes.
Conditions:
Neither my name nor any other information about me which could be
used to positively identify me personally as a research subject will ever by
disclosed to any other person, agency or organization.
1.

2.
Once assembled and verified, any information collected by which it
would be possible to identify me personally will be destroyed. Only
questionnaire results and anonymous demographic data will be retained.
3.
All information collected about me will be used solely for purposes of
scientific research.

Date

Signature

Please print your name here

Social Security Number
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Please print your name here

Social Security Number

